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PRINCIPLES AND METHODS OF SYNTAX: 
CRYPTANALYTICAL FORMALISM }), 


Summary 


The present paper discusses the cryptanalytical method of syntactic for- 
malization of natural language as expounded in Chomsky’s ‘Syntactic 
Structures’, in view of its linguistic feasibility. 


Syntax is the study of the perceptible means with which the re- 
lations between the words in an utterance are established. 

I use the word “‘means’’ in its everyday sense, as when we speak 
of e.g. ‘means of transport’, “means of communication’’, i.e. in the 
sense of tools with which the relations between the words are establish- 
ed; I use the word “perceptible” also in the ordinary sense in which 
we can hear or see those means, i.e. in the way in which we hear or 
see a linguistic datum. 

We shall discuss, then, ‘““means’’, or tools, with which to attain 
an object, and that object, as we have said, is to establish the relations 
between the words in an utterance. 


Now, words consist of a form related to what we usually call meaning 
however much we may differ in our interpretations of the nature of 
this datum. 

And when we speak of ‘‘relations’’ between words, we are referring 
to a particular use made of audible or visible means to effect a con- 
nection between units of form and meaning. 

The connection between the forms is effected by means of concord, 
of rection, of a systematic arrangement of words in relation to each 
other within certain larger units (distribution), or by means of melodic 
unification or division; the connection between the meanings of those 
forms is effected by means of the very factors I have just mentioned 
with reference to the forms. 

This connection between meanings is the goal of our use of language. 
The use of language is not a game of chess, even though it does re- 
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semble that in certain respects. The function of syntactic grouping 
is not to establish the relations between the forms as such, but, 
with the aid of formal relations, to effect a semantic connection, 
i.e. a connection of meanings, in one way or another. And so the func- 
tion of all syntactic means is in the last resort a semantic one. 

Moreover, the ‘“‘pfeception” of means in the use of language presup- 
poses a knowledge’ of the language in question, and any perception 
of linguistic means, of whatever nature, is therefore always based 
on a knowledge of meaning which makes this perception possible. 

To me, then, meaning is the basis and the goal of every relation 
that can be established. And that is why, to me, meaning can never 
be a syntactic “‘means’’: meaning is a condition for and the goal of, 
every syntactic activity. 

This view by no means implies that meaning should not play a part 
in the study of syntax. On the contrary, no syntactic relation can 
be established that is not somehow based on meaning and that does 
not lead to the combination of meanings, but this is something com- ~ 
pletely different from the possibility of the relations between meanings 
ever leading, in itself, to a factual connection between the words of 
an utterance. 

A vague suspicion of this fact, combined with a highly non tra- 
ditional theory about meaning (Leonard Bloomfield’s theory), and an 
attempt at a formalisation of grammar after the example of mathe- 
matics and symbolic logic, has led to an equally non traditional 
linguistic theory which has been adorned with the not altogether 
flattering epithet of “the cryptanalytical method’’. 

By “formalization” of grammar is meant: the reduction of grammar 
to a system of rules expressed in symbols (like those used in mathe- 
matics and formal logic), and in formulas whose application automa- 
tically produces the linguistic forms as they occur in a natural language 

The cryptanalytical method, finally, is the method by which, in 
order to obtain a formalization, utterances are analysed as if they 
were undeciphered documents which are taken to be meaningful but 
whose meaningfulness is left out of consideration, the aim being to 
try and deduce the formal structure of those documents only from 
the distribution of their formal features over the utterances. And then 
it is asserted that only this can be called “‘linguistics”, and that the 
work which we are doing, “‘meta-linguistics’’. 
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What I am stating here is an extreme position. There are many 
nuances within this theory, but I think it may be useful to speak 
about one extreme theory, for, as always, there is no misconception 
which has not a core, or at any rate a grain, of truth in it. 

Let us turn, then, to the conception of syntax which we find in 
Noam Chomsky’s “Syntactic Structures’ (The Hague, 1957). 

On p. 15 (2.3, Il. 1 and 2), Chomsky says, ‘The notion “‘grammatical”’ 
cannot be identified with “meaningful” or “‘significant”’ in any seman- 
tic sense’; on p. 17 (4th line from the bottom), ‘I think that we are 
forced to conclude that grammar is autonomous and independent of 
meaning’. 

Chomsky’s argument, in ““Syntactic Structures’, to prove that gram- 
mar is autonomous and independent of meaning cannot exactly be 
called brand-new. It is nearly forty years ago that Ogden and Richards 
proved that autonomy just as convincingly, and I myself adduced 
additional arguments in 1935 (‘“Het Woord”’, p. 347 ff). 

Let us have another look at the example that Ogden and Richards 
give in their book ‘‘The Meaning of Meaning” (and which I use here in 
a slightly modified form), The gostake distimmed the doshes. If we as- 
sume that this utterance could be English — and there is no phonolo- 
gical, morphological or syntactic rule of the language to prevent us 
from doing so — we find that we have a grammatically correct English 
sentence: 

The: definite article. 

gostake: singular of the substantive gostake,; the gostake subject. 

distimmed: 3rd person singular of the preterite of the weak verb 
to distim,; predicate. 


the: definite article. 
doshes plural of the substantive dosh; the doshes direct ob- 
ject. 


And this is not all. For no one will have difficulty in admitting that 
“The gostake distimmed the doshes’’ does not ‘“‘mean” anything, and 
yet we know that: 

“The doshes were distimmed by the gostake’’, 
“At least one distimmer of doshes is a gostake’’. 
Other possibilities are: . 

“The gostake has distimmed the doshes’’, 
“The gostake distims the doshes’’, and 


4 


“Tf the gostake distims the doshes .... you had better be careful’. 
And in this way we could go on producing grammatically correct 
constructions. 

There you are, says Chomsky: grammar is autonomous and inde- 
pendent of meaning. 

However, it is a fallacy to think that, with the above examples, 
we should have proved grammar to be “independent of meaning”’: no 
one can interpret ‘The gostake distimmed the doshes’’ if he does 
not already know his grammar, or — and this is essential — if he cannot 
at least compare this utterance with an instance, familiar to him as 
regards meaning, from the same language. Meanwhile, I do not think 
anyone can deny that, even if we disregard the individual lexical 
meaning inherent in the words used, the result will be a grammatical 
system which is effective, no matter how we turn and twist our non- 
sense-sentence. 

The grammatical system is autonomous in so far as it functions 
irrespective of any individual lexical meaning of the words of the 
language in question used. That does not mean that it is independent: 
autonomy and independence are not identical. 

But if grammar is autonomous, then there is operating in all use 
of language, as a grammatical a priori, a formal system which is in- 
herent in the language in question, and then grammar, and therefore 
syntax, too, has the task of discovering this a priori, and as grammar 
it will have achieved its object when it has discovered this a priort. 

In doing so, we ought to repeat for clarity’s sake, grammar will 
have asserted its autonomy but not its independence. 


To Chomsky, a natural language is an infinite set of sentences, each 
finite in length and constructed out of a finite set of elements. The 
fundamental aim in the analysis of a language, according to him, is 
to separate the grammatical sequences of the language in question 
from the ungrammatical sequences that could be formed with these 
elements, and then to study the grammatical sequences, so as to be 
able to set up the system of formal rules. 

To put this in everyday language: “I arrived in London on Satur- 
day”’ is good English, “I in arrived London Saturday on’ is not. 

Now, what rules enable us to find out why the first sentence is 
grammatically correct English and the second is not? 
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Of course the answer cannot be: because the second sentence is 
nonsense and the first is not, for we have just seen that pure nonsense 
can be grammatically perfect English. Therefore the answer should 
be: because the first sentence conforms to the grammatical system 
of the language while the second does not. 

How can we discover this system? 

In putting this question we should bear in mind that we are talking 
about a ‘formal’ a priori, about a system that is autonomous with 
respects to the individual lexical meaning of the words used, but not 
about an a priori in the philosophical sense. We all have to “‘learn’”’ 
this system in some way or other. But once we have learned it, that 
is, once we speak the language in question, we are forced by the system 
to express ourselves in a particular way, at least as long as we try to 
make ourselves understood only with the means of our language. 

It cannot be denied that it is the great merit of scholars like Chomsky 
to put the question as they do. Only,in this respect they do not really 
offer anything new. Von Humboldt’s notion of the “Innere Sprach- 
form’’, which has continued to influence some of the German scholars, 
and which, be it under a different name, is the theme of the book 
“Die Sprache als Form’’ (The Hague, 1959) by Peter Hartmann of the 
University of Miinster, implies exactly the same problems as those 
put by Chomsky, who surely cannot be said to sympathise with such 
a “‘mentalistic monster” as the “‘innere Sprachform”’! 

- But you will ask, what about the answer to the question: how can 
we discover this system? 

- The answer which we have been used to hear since the middle of 
the 19th century would be: Make an inventory of as much material 
as possible, always remembering that very much is still too little. 
This answer can never be the right one, for those whose mother tongue 
is English all speak and understand that language and yet they have 
never collected as much material as possible. And no matter how many 
linguistic monstrosities they produce, and no matter how often they 
may hesitate when they are asked: Is this correct English or not?, 
they will continually produce utterances which are correct English 
and they will never say “I in arrived London Saterday on.” 

That is why Chomsky supplies a different answer ; he says, as others 
do, too, let us try to find a ‘‘model’’, a sort of plan or schema which 
generates all of the grammatically correct English sentences and only 
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these. If we succeed, we shall have a grammar and a criterion for all 
English grammars. 

Lack of time prevents me from discussing the origin of the model- 
theory and what exactly is meant by it, however important such a 
discussion may be, and I shall restrict myself to the models which 
Chomsky has seen fit to suggest. 


The first model is the “‘finite state model’’. I need not spend much 
time on this, for Chomsky himself has declared that with this model 
it is simply impossible to construct a grammar which would generate 
all the grammatical sentences of, for instance, English, and only 
these. 

In short, the “‘finite state model’? amounts to this: it formulates 
the method of a hypothetical machine which can switch from one state 
to another in such a way that with each transition one special word is 
produced from a group of two, but with the further restriction that 
every transition is dependent exclusively in every preceding word. ~ 
In this way it is possible to construct an infinite number of sentences 
such as ‘“‘the man comes’’/‘‘the men come’’, or “‘the old man comes’’/ 
“the old men come’’, but it is absolutely impossible with this machine 
to make a sentence like “‘If he comes, I shall leave’’, because the choice 
of 7f etc. also depends on the following J shall, and the machine only 
reacts to immediately preceding impulses. 

Of course we can, if only hypothetically, construct a machine 
which contains all types of sentences, but in that case we should have 
to know all the types beforehand, and what types there are is exactly 
what we are trying to find out! The only thing that is clear is that 
in language there are types corresponding to this simple model. 

Chomsky introduces this model to be able to discuss the mathe- 
matical and logistic aspects that can be demonstrated with it; lin- 
guistically it is a non valeur. 

Chomsky is here developing a system of which he knows that it 
cannot work. Just for argument’s sake he tries to deduce the linguistic 
rules with the aid of a method taken from other sciences. This sort 
of thing has already been done with philosophy, logic, psychology, 
biology, sociology and goodness knows what. Fortunately, Chomsky 
knows beforehand that this model does not work where language is 
concerned. Anyhow, his expositions in the third chapter of his book 
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make for a pleasant pastime for those among us who like crossword 
puzzles, diagram constructions, or the royal game of chess. From a 
linguistic point of view the only thing we can learn from the first 
model is the way in which certain types, once we know them as such, 
can very simply be categorised. 

Then we come to the second model, the ‘“‘Sigma-F model” or “‘Sigma- 
F grammar” or “‘phrase structure model’. 

But allow me to make a few remarks first. What Chomsky is aiming 
at with his ‘Syntactic Structures” is not to develop an English syntax, 
but to devise a method to test grammars by. In his analyses, therefore, 
he starts explicitly from what we find in English grammar by way 
of phonology, morphology and syntax, and he only gives a limited 
number of examples to illustrate his method by. 

Secondly: as a distributionalist of the school of Zellig Harris 
(although he makes some essential corrections to the latter’s system, 
see the article ‘“Taalwetenschap van Vandaag”’ in my book ‘“‘Verza- 
melde Studies over Hedendaagse Problemen der Taalwetenschap”’, 
1961, p. 54 ff.), he splits up in his syntax the utterances into their 
morphemes as well. All the same, he does not ignore, in his analyses, 
the word as a linguistic structure. 

And finally: he starts from the so-called Immediate Constituent 
analysis, i.e. a distributionist procedure in which successively smaller 
structures in each utterance are analysed into two (rarely more) parts, 
of which the utterance and its successive layers are supposed to be 
directly made up. 

Thus for instance in his example: “The man hit the ball’’. In it, “The 
man” and “hit the ball’ are considered the first immediate constitu- 
ents. He uses this example to illustrate the basic idea of this model. 


The first set F below contains the rules, the formulas F, of the gram- 
mar we need to interpret the sentence: F is the grammar we need for 
the analysis of the sentence ‘‘The man hit the ball’. 

Each rule, which we shall formalize as X — Y, contains the in- 
struction: “rewrite X as Y”’. 

NP means “Noun Phrase’, VP stands for “Verb Phrase’”’; JT means 
“The”, or in general ‘article’. The rest of the terms and symbols 


are self-explanatory. 


F. (1) Sentence > NP + VP 
(II) NP>+T+N 
(III) VP > Verb + NP 
(IV) T > the 
(V) N —>™mazn, ball, etc. 
(VI) Verb — hit, took, etc. 


If we apply these six instructions to the above sentence, rewriting 
one symbol at a time, we obtain the “Derivation” A — the numbers 
of the instructions in F are given at the end of each line -: 


A. Sentence 


NP + VP (I) 
T+N+ VP (II) 
T+N-4 Verb + NP (IIT) 
the + N+ Verb + NP (IV) 
the + man + Verb + NP (V) 
the + man + hit + NP (VI) 
the + man+ht+T+N (II) 
the + man + hit + the + N (IV), 7 
the + man + hit + the + ball (V) 


We can represent such a “Derivation” very easily by means of a 
diagram, as follows: 


ae see hon ela 
~ yanane 


N Nerb NP 


oh 
| 


~~ 


we 


hit 


E 
E 
| 


ball 


It is of course possible, with a limited number of “‘instruction for- 
mulas”’ such as have been given under F, to classify a considerable 
amount of English sentences, and moreover, to predict their gramma- 
tical correctness from the formula. Chomsky then further specifies his 
formulas, and although at times this becomes rather complicated, he 
is on the whole fairly easy to follow. 
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Before we go on, one further remark: it is clear that there are more 
initial strings besides NP + VP as given in the derivation A. For the 
complex of initial strings Chomsky uses the symbol 2’, Sigma, and thus 
he arrives at the name of Sigma-F model. F, then, is the finite set 
of instruction formulas, » the finite set of sentences that can be re- 
written with F. 

Meanwhile, this model has some rather considerable limitations: 
in the first place, it does not appear from diagram D, | in what way 
the rules of F were applied in A. Then, the rules of F can be applied in 
A in a different order. But moreover, Chomsky, on p. 41, states — 
something he had tried to show before, in his article ““Three Models 
for the Description of Language’’, (IRE Transactions on Information 
Theory, Vol. IT - 2, No. 3, September 1956, pp. 113-124), with 
reference to his ‘‘The logical structure of linguistic theory’’ — that the 
Sigma-F model offers no solution for the handling of discontinuous 
elements, such as for instance heeft and gekocht in the Dutch sentence; 
“Hij heeft een fiets gekocht” (‘‘He has bought a bicycle’, literally: 
“He has a bicycle bought’’). 


One last and more serious difficulty presents itself when we come 
to the innumerable cases where a Sigma-F analysis allows of two 
interpretations. As an example he gives the sentence: “They are flying 
planes’, where, in the derivation and in the diagram, “‘are’’ can func- 
tion as the Verb and “flying planes” as the NP, but also “‘are flying” 
as the Verb and “‘planes” as the NP: 


a, 2 ; Sentence 
gs Se 
ae IVES 
ae 
they eae NP 
x 
are flying, planes 


We have here a case of “constructional homonymity”’ (see p. 87, S.S.), 
which cannot be solved with a Sigma-F model because it is impossible 
to introduce, in a Sigma-F grammar, the order of application of the 
rules on this level. This phenomenon has been described in detail 
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Sentence 


they Verb NP 


by Stutterheim, in his ‘“Taalbeschouwing en Taalbeheersing”’, Amster- 
dam, 1954. 


Meanwhile, Chomsky, to whom, as to me, the object of linguistic 
theory is ‘‘to explain the ability of a speaker to produce and under- 
stand new sentences, and to reject as ungrammatical other new sen- 
tences, on the basis of his limited linguistic experience” (““Three Mo- 
dels’’, p. 113), thinks that this formal quality of double diagrammati- 
calisation could serve as an explanation for the semantic ambiguity 
of this sentence. According to him, the semantic ambiguity results 
from a grammatical inadequacy on a certain level. 

Those who would argue against this that the form ‘“‘flying’’ has 
totally different meanings in these two cases, are of course quite right. 
But difference in meaning cannot be adduced as a reason for the syn- 
tactic differences, for why “‘flying’’ has a different meaning in the 
two cases is exactly what is to be explained. I for one do not know of 
any grammar that makes categorical statements on this subject with- 
out referring to the very combinations in which the form is used, that 
is to say, to the syntactic grouping. 

To sum up: Chomsky’s Sigma-F model explains a considerable num- 
ber of simple sentences, but it leaves an even larger number of them 
unexplained, for the simple reason that the “history of derivation’, 
the order of the application of the rules is irrelevant in this grammar. 

“To explain’ in this context means: to determine the structure of 
a sentence on the basis of a line-by-line analysis, starting from the 
immediate constituents, applying one rule at a time, so that the last 
line gives us both the actual sentence and the formalised type. 

This can be done with a number of sentences, for many others this 
method cannot be used, e.g. because we have to compare two sentences, 
as in the case of “they are flying planes’, or because we would arrive 
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at such complicated formulas that they would in fact be hardly more 
than a repetition of a very limited number of sentences. 

This, I feel, should have given Chomsky pause; I mean it should 
at least have caused him to have his doubts as to the methodical 
correctness of his starting-point, but it did not. Chomsky’s conclusion 
is: the Sigma-F model is inadequate, and we need a “‘more powerful” 
model, a more powerful machine. 

This very powerful machine is the Transformation model, which 
comprises both the Sigma-F model and the Finite State model, just 
as the Sigma-F model did the Finite State model. 


A transformation operates on a given string of symbols (and if 
applied: on a given string of linguistic structures), or on a set of strings 
of symbols with a given Sigma-F structure, converting it into a new 
string with a new derived constituent structure. 

Transformation, then, is nothing but the reduction — with the aid 
of the simplest possible supplementary formulas — of a sentence, 
which cannot be described with the formulas developed on the basis 
of the Sigma-F grammar, to a new sentence which can be described 
with a Sigma-F grammar. 

Let me give an example. With a Sigma-F grammar, it is very hard 
to describe passive sentences, and then only with the aid of very in- 
elegant and complicated rules. Chomsky demonstrated this clearly 
on p. 42 ff. 

Now, although this may look highly complicated, it is essentially 
fairly simple. This simplicity becomes apparent when we transform 
the active sentence given with the aid of a very simple formula. We 
shall avoid all complications (i.e., we shall omit the “morphological’’ 
formalisation, which is much simpler than the syntactic one), simply- 
fying Chomsky’s description considerably. Now it appears that: 

“A real artist painted the picture” 


can be represented as follows: 
A real artist painted _ the picture 
Xy + Xe + Xs 


and the passive by: 
The picture was painted by areal artist 
X3 +was+ Xe +by+ X1 
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In other words, the rewriting of the original active formula gives us 
the passive by an application of the passive transformation formula: 


X, + X2+ Xs > X3 + was + X2+ by + X1. 


Chomsky considers this an entirely general process for the descrip- 
tion of all passive constructions. 

In this way he thinks he has discovered that in English there exists 
a kernel of simple, non-interrogative active sentences which can be 
described with the Sigma-F grammar, and that the rest could be hand- 
led much better by the application of a set of transformation formulas, 
of which we have just developed one single specimen in a simplified 
form. 

Now, it might be argued that this is a system of carefully devised 
mnemonic aids which is perhaps acceptable for practical purposes, but 
Chomsky’s readers are left with the question as to what we have gained 
by it from a theoretical point of view. How can this method help us 
to comprehend the production and understanding of sentences, for 
that, after all, is our, and Chomsky’s, aim. (cf. ‘““Three Models’, p. 113). 

Chomsky replies: In a Sigma-F grammar the two sentences: 

1. The picture was painted by a new technique, 
2. The picture was painted by a real artist, 
must be represented identically, but in fact they are far from identical. 

If, on the other hand, they are described with the aid of the trans- 
formation which, applied to a simple Sigma-F string, produce the sen- 
tences in question, they are evidently quite different. 

And so, says Chomsky, their transformational history is quite differ- 
ent and therefore they are understood quite differently (Syntactic 
Structures, pp. 89-90). 

Is this correct; or rather, has this been proved? 

Perhaps I should remind you that, when trying to find out the 
cause of the difference between the two sentences, you should not in 
your argument make use of the semantic difference between the words. 

Everything I said on this subject with reference to “They are 
flying planes’ holds good for these sentences as well. 

It is true that in sentence 1, ‘‘by’’ means “‘with the aid of”, while _ 
in sentence 2 it introduces the agent, but the difference between 
“technique” and “‘artist”’ is irrelevant. 

For why might not a picture be painted “‘by” ‘‘a new technique” ? 
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I mean, why should a sentence like: 
“A new technique painted this picture” 
be semantically impossible ? 

In the first place, ‘““A new technique produced this picture’’ is per- 
fectly good English, and might it not be technically feasible to devise 
a machine with which paintings could be produced, just as is done 
with translations and calculations? I readily admit that we are not 
likely to come across a sentence like ‘‘A new technique painted this 
picture”’ very often, but that may be because painting-machines have 
not, so far, been invented. Painting, after all, is not a very lucrative 
business. The difference between | and 2 has nothing whatever to do 
with meaning as such. That is not where the shoe pinches. 

But then the question remains as to whether transformation is the 
last on which this shoe can be made to fit, or, I repeat, whether it 
has been proved that we understand these sentences differently be- 
cause their transformational history is so different. 

It is indeed a little awkward that our simple passive transformation 
model from the outset appears not to be completely fool-proof, even 
in Chomsky’s own more complicated form. Professor Randolph Quirk 
pointed this out in his review of ‘‘Syntactic Structures” for “The 
Year’s Work in English Studies, 1957”, vol. 38, p. 45 ff. For if we use 
transformation in accordance with Chomsky’s formula, we shall get, 
for the sentence: 

“John loves his wife”’ 


the peculiar passive: 
“His wife is loved by John”, 


and that this transformation has rather unpleasant consequences 
cannot be denied. 

Meanwhile, the transformation model has not really “‘at the very 
outset met with disaster’’, for with Chomsky’s method it is of course 
possible to think of a new formalization; by using Chomsky’s methods 
we can always think of new and correct formulas. 

It is another matter that the whole model theory as used crypt- 
analytically, and the annexed transformation theory, might turn out 
to be founded on linguistically untenable premises. 

And what, you may well ask, is in fact the foundation on which the 
whole transformation theory is based? 
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This foundation can be briefly formulated as follows: “one can 
say something with more or less the same words in a different way”. 
And since, when we “‘say something in a different way’’, we make use 
of the unmistakable and unmistakably limited system present in 
every language, we shall nearly always be able to find a formula 
with which to make that transformation acceptable and even to re- 
present it as something essential. And let us not underestimate the 
results which even this formalization can yield. It can be useful con- 
tribution to the systematic classification of phenomena that have thus 
far escaped any systematic classification or paradigmatization. This 
is shown by Robert B. Lees in ““The Grammar of English Nominal- 
izations’, Indiana University Research Center in Anthropology, Folk- 
lore and Linguistics, Publication 12, xxvi + 206 pp., 1960. Another 
matter is whether this formalization could contain a linguistically 
tenable description of the structures and explanation of the pro- 
duction and understanding of the linguistic data in question. 

Chomsky’s first fundamental error is that, without having the™ 
slightest evidence for it, he supposes that the transformational history 
of an utterance might be a guiding factor in the understanding by a 
native speaker. For this implies that the speaker knows that history 
somehow or other. This, however, has never been proved. 

It is, mirabile dictu for a cryptanalyst, a questionable piece of psy- 
chologism to suppose that ‘‘The picture was painted by a new techni- 
que” and “The picture was painted by a real artist’’ are understood 
differently because their transformational history might be different. 

I say ‘‘might be’’, for either we understand the transformational 
history from a matter-of-fact historical point of view, in which case 
Chomsky has to prove that e.g. the passive constructions would be 
developed in an individual speaker learning the language, not only 
after — which would not turn out to be very difficult to prove — but 
also on the basis of the underlying active Sigma-F constructions, and 
that this process of development during the period of learning would 
then, once it has become automatic, play an active part in the un- 
derstanding; or he would have to show that passive constructions, 
without their active counterparts, cannot be understood by the native 
speaker — in other words that an understanding of them in every in- 
dividual case depends on comparison. This is an assertion nobody has 
as yet been bold enough to make. 
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Now, let us assume for a moment that all these, to the linguist 
indeed surprising, suppositions were not relevant, would that prove 
that the utterances are understood on the basis of transformation 
rules instead of on the basis of their wordgroup structure, i.e. on 
the basis of a Sigma-F structure? This could only be the case if the 
starting-point for Chomsky’s Sigma-F analysis would also prove to be 
absolutely right. 

But what do we find? Let us have another look at diagram D, 1. 
Where is the unmistakably direct connection between the group, com- 
bination, construction or whatever we wish to call it, “the man’’, and 
the verb “‘hit’’? If Chomsky had taken a present, then where is the 
direct connection between ‘“‘the man’’ and the resulting “hits’’, with 
an s, mind you. Chomsky himself has developed a morphological for- 
malization for these and similar connections, disregarding all syntactic 
“immediate constituents” (pp. 28, 29, 32 and passim). 

He goes even further and declares the immediate constituent ana- 
lysis (on which the division in: “the man/hit the ball’ is based) to be 
inadequate for an analysis of English sentence structure (p. 35). And 
when, on p. 28, apparently pleased with the discovery, he writes that 
“man hit’ is not a constituent, as appears most clearly from diagram 
I, he is not only pleased with something nobody has ever denied and 
with having refuted a supposition nobody has ever made, but he has 
also forgotten that he has himself shown the actual construction to be 
“the man hits ...’’ by the side of “the men hit ...”. 

He has, therefore, shown that the connection between “the man”’ 
and “hits/hit” is direct and does not go via the postulated immediate 
constituents. In doing so, finally, he has proved that this connection 
is misrepresented in diagram I: it does not go, mediante Immediate 
Constituents, via “Sentence”, but it exists within ‘‘Sentence”’ directly 
between “‘the man” and “‘hit’’, that is, it does not assume a different, 
premeditated connection, which is the erroneous impression we get 
from diagram I. 

Is the structure of the sentence “The man hit the ball’”’ really as 
Chomsky describes it? 

There is something radically wrong with Chomsky’s Sigma-F model, 
namely that it is based exclusively on the most traditional kind of 
grammar — susceptible as that if of sweeping changes — including the 
logical pattern of analysis into subject, predicate and all the rest. 
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And he does this omitting everything that could give the sense to these 
traditional notions. Chomsky’s theory, without comment, starts from 
what it rejects completely or in part or at any rate wishes to improve 
on drastically. 


Finally, there is a third fundamental error: when Chomsky says that 
“They are flying planes’ shows constructional homonomity he is right. 
But isin fact this utterance understood in one way or another because 
one utterance could be changed, transformed into “‘Planes are flown 
by them”’ while the other could not? 

There is not a single reason to assume this, nor does Chomsky 
supply one. 

Then what is the reason? Simply, that any utterance always occurs 
in a text and/or a situation, and that our language system supposes 
this supplementation by textual or situational data. 

Native speakers do not exclusively understand each other by means 
of their language as a closed system; the linguistic means in a natural 
language are always used in conjunction with data supplied by the 
situation and derive their usefulness from them, even in those cases 
where the language system is said to be defective. In our case this 
means: to allow of more than one interpretation. Only when the spea- 
ker does not know, or misinterprets, a context, text or situation, does 
understanding become difficult or altogether impossible. 

One last example. When I say: 


“T saw the cat on the roof’, 
and my partner says: 
“Oh, really? I saw her from my window’’, 


we understand each other! 

And yet, “I saw the cat on the roof” shows the most perfect con- 
structional homonymity. 

Thus, seen from a systematic point of view, linguistic utterances 
continually show highly problematical dead angles. And it is only the 
a prior: assumption that grammar should be absolutely independent 
which can lead the investigator to make transformation or transfor- 
mational history responsible for the actual understanding. The con- 
nection between the various meanings does not, in these cases, depend 
on the grammatical structure as such: the grammatical structure is 
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here understood and represented with the aid of a purely non-lin- 
guistic, external factor: the common situation of speaker and listener. 

And this then is the third fundamental error made in ‘‘Syntactic 
Structures’: it reduces the grammatical structure, even if this structure 
is not dependent on the individul lexical meaning of the words used, 
to an absolute a priori, although this structure is only a priori in so 
far as it rests on a relatively small number of essential rules which, 
only partially, govern the structure of the utterances for the sake of 
their internal semantic relations. 


If, having established this error, we ask ourselves from what sort 
of background this cryptanalytical formalism emerges, it is perfectly 
clear that it is formed by “‘logical positivism”, which first developed 
some thirty years ago in the “Wiener Kreis’’. 

Nowadays we no longer find it in the naive form of Schiachter’s 
“Prolegomena zu einer kritischen Grammatik’”’ (Vienna, 1934), but 
in a much more perfected form, which it has acquired on American 
soil under the influence of philosophers such as Willard Van Orman 
Quine. There have been no fundamental changes, however, and what 
I said about logical positivism in “‘Over essentiéle en toevallige gram- 
matica-regels’”” (Groningen, 1939), still holds good: “‘De taalkunde 
krijgt nu van elders. begrippen aangeboden als tot de taalkunde be- 
horend, die zij .... niet anders dan onder beneficie van inventaris 
aanvaarden kan” (p. 13) (“Linguistics is now offered new notions 
from other subjects, said to be pertinent to it, which it can only accept 
under benefit of inventory’’). 


As I said before, although Chomsky’s method has its linguistic 
errors, in so far as, starting from its own promises it tries to formalize 
I cannot detect any internal contradictions. In my opinion, it will 
never produce a grammar for linguists, but it may produce the foun- 
dations of a programme for electronics engineers which might prove to 
work more accurately than the existing programmes. Only, these two 
aims are not exactly identical. 

I am afraid that the transformation model, as we have it here, 
will be granted a long but not a very happy life in the linguistic world. 
I am convinced that the future lies with formalization, but only if 
developed along lines different from those traced in ‘Syntactic Struc- 


tures’. 
University of Amsterdam ANTON REICHLING 


THE NATURE AND USE OF PROTO-LANGUAGES 


Summary 


While it is true that languages related through (as one says) common descent 
are derived from a common ancestor language, this idiom, if unattested and 
available only in the form of a reconstructed proto-language, has only a limited 
degree of realism. The manner in which linguistic reconstruction proceeds, the 
lack of truly quantitative criteria in determining type and degree of linguistic 
relatedness, and the necessity to arrive at an entirely uniform linguistic con- 
struct are all apt to deliver a distorted or false view of the proto-language. Indeed 
its very existence may be questionable, especially if it cannot be supported by 
non-linguistic evidence; this applies in particular to intermediate reconstructed 
proto-languages like Proto-Italo-Keltic, Proto-West-Germanic, Proto-Ibero-Ro- 
manic, which are but way-stations on the road to the ultimate parent language. 
It is therefore suggested that all proto-languages be considered creations for 
the convenience of linguistic investigation and for the purpose of delving into 
an otherwise inaccessible linguistic past, but that no claim should be made for 
their being viewed and dealt with as real languages in any sense of the word, — 
unless and until there accrues sufficient non-linguistic evidence for fixing them 
in time and place and for associating them with an anthropologically, archaeo- 
logically, or historically identifiable society. The reverse process, that is, the 
creation of a society to go with an unattested, reconstructed proto-language, 
is altogether improper. 


In a recent article I proposed the view that Reconstructed Proto- 
Indo-European (which is unattested, almost certainly unrecorded) 
and Real Proto-Indo-European need not be and in all likelihood 
are not the same linguistic item, that indeed Reconstructed Proto- 
Indo-European, no matter how rich our collection of asterisked for- 
mulae may be or yet become, does not represent a real language at 
all under any acceptable definition of the term language 1). This 
charge of unreality applies to the number of reconstructions produ- 
cible, since one cannot reconstruct a dead and lost language in its 
entirety (what is, in any event, the ‘total’ lexicon of a language?), 
and even more significantly to their linguistic shape, since one cannot 
be certain, hence should not assume, that one has correctly recon- 
structed real, synchronically existing forms from a variety of non- 


1) See Ernst Pulgram, Proto-Indo-European reality and reconstruction, 
Language, 35,421-6 (1959). 
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synchronic evidence. For example, if one were to reconstruct the 
proto-language of the modern Romanic languages, ignoring for the 
sake of the experiment that it is available in the form of ancient 
Latin of one kind or another, one could neither reconstruct the entire 
Latin vocabulary as we know it to have existed (a number of Latin 
words are not continued in any Romanic dialect), nor could one, from 
the evidence of the living Romanic dialects, reconstruct a language 
of more than three cases, or guess the existence of deponent verbs, 
or discover that at least one kind of Latin, the Classical Latin of metric 
poetry and possibly prose, had significant vocalic quantity, and so 
forth. Indeed the shape of every reconstructed form is entirely de- 
pendent on the type and amount of evidence available: that is, a 
Proto-Indo-European form reconstructed from Sanskrit and Hittite 
will be different from what it would be if the records came from 
Slavic and Germanic; also, a Proto-Indo-European formula based on 
ten available cognates looks different (and probably comes closer to 
reality) from what it would be if only two cognates were available. 

In this article I am concerned not with the state of our knowledge 
‘in any one linguistic domain, but rather with a question of principle, 
namely: If the shape and the very existence of an unattested proto- 
language are sustained entirely by the assumption, unsupported by 
non-linguistic evidence, that several related dialects must of necessity 
be derived from, and may therefore be employed for the reconstruction 
of, this proto-language, what can be the degree and the kind of authen- 
ticity of such a reconstructed parent language, and of any non-linguistic 
corollary hypotheses based upon it? In other words, at what point 
in our reconstructive process, and under what circumstances, may we 
become prone to desert reality, linguistic or non-linguistic, and where 
do we fully yield to absurdity ? 

My line of argument will not entail a rejection of the comparative 
method of historical linguistics, nor generate an injunction against 
the reconstruction of proto-languages for purposes of historical lin- 
guistics. But I do want to call attention to the inherent limitations 
of these procedures, to the fallacies and delusions which are bound to 
attend the rash endorsement of some substantive deduction drawn 
from the insubstantial presence of these creatures fashioned by our- 
selves, often with more confidence than prudence. 

When we are dealing with the recorded language of a historically 
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known society, including of course the audible idiom of an existing 
speech community, acquaintance with the speakers is implied to a 
greater or lesser degree since we have non-linguistic evidence to tell 
us more or less precisely what kind of people, having what non-linguis- 
tic attributes and history, spoke or speak Greek or Sanskrit or Tur- 
kish. Identification of the linguistic with an historic extra-linguistic 
entity can thus be accomplished. 

At times, on the other hand, we may be fairly well informed on a 
language, but our knowledge of the society that goes with it is scanty 
or altogether lacking. Such is the case, for example, with Crimean 
Gothic, ancient Umbrian, or Tocharish. Naming the speakers Goths, 
Umbrians, or Tocharians is merely a process of tautological labeling 
that tells us nothing about these persons’ non-linguistic identity. In 
instances of this type one may or may not be fortunate enough, after 
careful examination of the total record, to arrive at a reasonable con- 
jecture as to who spoke these languages. 

But we may also find ourselves confronted with an asterisked proto- — 
language, consisting of reconstructed formulae. Unless there is good 
non-linguistic evidence that this proto-language actually existed, 
any a priori association of speakers with this fictitious tongue is absurd. 
An unattested proto-language presents us therefore with the problem 
of solving an equation in which both members are unknown. And that 
is, in mathematics at least, an impossibility. In linguistics, which is, 
for better or worse, not mathematics (although some linguistic phe- 
nomena are amenable to mathematical investigation), an answer may 
be attempted; yet it will have to remain hypothetical, even though 
various degrees of possibility and probability may accrue to it. But 
it is the non-linguistic background knowledge, in so far as it is avail- 
able, which is the part of the equation that must be solved before any 
degree of reality whatever can be claimed for the reconstructed proto- 
language; it is this knowledge which saves us from committing errors 
against which linguistic evidence alone cannot always shield us 2). 


*) I might insert here that the cautions and skeptical views that I hold on 
reconstructed proto-languages, together with my insistence on clothing and 
articulating the bare bones of historical linguistics with the facts of life of lin- 
guistic history, are due in no small measure to the fortuitous but salutary cir- 
cumstance that I am familiar with Romanic linguistics. The realization of how 
little we should know about the Latin language and its speakers if we had only 
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If we knew only Latin and Italian, for example, and nothing else 
about the other Romanic languages or the history of the Romania, 
there would be nothing inherent in the records of these two languages 
as we have them to dissuade us from regarding them as contempo- 
raneous related dialects rather than as mother and daughter language?). 
It is obvious enough that the two represent different stages of develop- 
ment of a proto-language, since daughter languages of different degree 
of removal from a parent language may exist simultaneously — such 
as French and Italian, where French is more different from sister 
Italian than is Italian from the common parent Latin. Hence we are 
not actually constrained to conclude, on the basis of available synchro- 
nic linguistic evidence, that Italian is a later stage of Latin. If, there- 
fore, a linguist ignorant of the significant non-linguistic circumstances 
viewed Latin and Italian as sister languages, he would rightly feel 
entitled to reconstruct from them a proto-language. Such a reconstruc- 
tion would of course be an item without any counterpart whatever in 
the reality which we know with absolute certainty. But nothing in- 
herent in this monstrosity will reveal it as such .Whatever the shape 
of this Proto-Latino-Italian, it will be a linguistic structure: this is 
assured by the process of its creation; that such a one never existed 
will not show in its physiognomy. Anyone who finds repugnant what 
may seem a preposterous argument concerning Latin and Italian, may 
instead use, say, two African dialects completely lacking further 
linguistic connections and totally unprovided with a non-linguistic 
historical setting, but being obviously related. How can the linguist 
know, on the evidence he has, what the relationship of these two dia- 
lects is, whether one is derived from the other or both come from a 
proto-language? It is indeed conceivable that the linguistic condition 
of the dialects is such that it yields no clue, not even to attempts 
of internal reconstruction, as to which is more archaic. Certainly 
greater morphemic complexity (such as indeed exhibited by Latin in 
the modern Romanic languages to recreate anterior linguistic and non-linguistic 
conditions, has more than once alerted me to the possible absurdity or, at least, 
lack of reality inherent in the designing of various proto-languages and con- 
jectures about their speakers. 

8) Whenever I refer to the genealogical tree, or use terminology connected 
with it (like parent language, daughter language, descent), I am implying all 
the necessary reservations and restrictions discussed in my article Family tree, 
wave theory, and dialectology, Orbis 2,67—72 (1953). 
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comparison with less-inflected Italian) is no safe criterion for either 
chronological anteriority or greater conservatism. It if were, German 
could not coexist with less-inflected English among the languages 
allegedly derived from a Proto-Germanic parent. No one would sub- 
scribe to the view that simplification of morphology is a typological 
‘improvement’ of an evolutionary kind that is a function of time. 

One might object that I am employing for my argument extreme 
cases such as do not occur in reality. I need not argue the point, first, 
because they could occur, second, because I am talking here of a prin- 
ciple, namely, our inability to establish the reality of a proto-language 
without the support of a concomitant non-linguistic reality. 

Someone may suggest that the details do not really matter, that 
every reconstructed proto-language gives us some information on the 
real proto-language (provided one such existed, of course) because 
every reconstruction is in some measure realistic (see below), that 
therefore reconstructed formulae are not only legitimate but may also 
be authentic, and that at the very least the whole procedure affords ~ 
valuable exercise to student and scholar. With all this I agree, and 
I do not reject efforts to devise some such formulae — as long as the 
circumstances afford nothing better. 

I may perhaps insert in this connection a few words on the critique 
of my 1959 article by Hall 4). He says that I “‘exaggerate’’ (203) when I 
claim that realism is not possible in reconstruction. He suggests that 
in Reconstructed Proto-Romanic ‘‘the degree of realism attained is 
very high” (204), and is willing to wager “‘that there did exist once 
upon a time, somewhere, a speech community in which [a reconstructed 
Proto-Indo-European utterance such as cited on page 205], or one 
closely similar, would have made sense’’. (206) To this I must say: 
(1) I did not speak of REALISM, which means, in this context, approxi- 
mation, or probability, but of REALITY (see my title); (2) realism 
pertains to two parameters, (a) probability of existence of the recon- 
structed proto-language (b) approximation in form to the real proto- 
language; (3) probability of existence can be demonstrated only by 
extra-linguistic evidence: (a) if prehistoric or historic records com- 
pletely negate the existence, then the question of approximation in 
form is meaningless; (b) if the records but weakly support the existence, 


4) Robert A. Hall, Jr., On realism in reconstruction, Language 36,203-6 (1960). 
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then the realism of the reconstruction is correspondingly weak; (c) if the 
records are altogether neutral on existence, that is, if a putative proto- 
language cannot be provided with a location in a time and at a place, 
although linguistic facts point to the existence of a proto-language 
some time, somewhere (and this is the case with Proto-Indo-European), 
then the reconstruction becomes an admissible, albeit place-less and 
time-less construct, to be used and understood exclusively as the best 
available result of probing the past, and possessed of no proven reality 
and a minimal degree of realism; (4) in the absence of the reality along 
which to measure it, greater or lesser degree of realism of a reconstruc- 
tion can not be demonstrated but only surmised. 

When Hall ascribes, therefore, “‘realism’’ to a passage of recon- 
structed Proto-Romanic (204-5), he speaks of something unmeasur- 
able, and he quite rightly, but inevitably vaguely, uses only such 
phrases as “‘reasonably high’’ (204), ‘“‘reasonably realistic’? (205), 
“closely similar’ (with reference to Proto-Indo-European, 206). But 
he does not make it clear whether he means realism (probability) of 
existence or realism (approximation) of form. I dare say he does not 
distinguish, although he should: for if it were demonstrated in histo- 
rical terms that this Reconstructed Proto-Romanic cannot be fitted 
into time and place, that is, cannot be provided with speakers, then 
all worries about realism of form become supererogatory. That ‘“‘it 

_ would have been at least five-sixths comprehensible and perhaps even 
more so, toa Roman of ca. 50 B.C.”’ (205) proves nothing concerning its 
reality; even as a measure of realism it does not carry far, since in- 
telligibility is still possible even under conditions of extreme distortions 
of structure. 

Hall’s Proto-Romanic refers, I believe, to a koiné used all over the 
Roman state (it precedes his subsequent divisions into Proto-Italo- 
Western and Proto-Eastern Romanic) about the middle of the first 
century B.C. It is differently defined by Grimes and Agard, who believe 
that “the Romance languages are, roughly, the modern developments 
of what was the popular speech of central Italy about the time of the 
Pax Romana.” 5) I shall overlook the considerable disagreement of 
the Hall and Grimes-Agard dates and places for Proto-Romanic, and 
shall address myself to the probability of existence of such a language, 


5) Joseph E. Grimes-Frederick B. Agard, Linguistic divergence in Romance, 
Language 35,598-604 (1959). 
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whether in the first century B.C. in the entire Romania (Hall), or in 
the first or second century after Christ in central Italy (Grimes — 
Agard). 

By either of these dates Latin had spread, in the wake of Roman 
conquests by force of arms, to various regions of the future Romanic- 
speaking world, superseding in all of them non-Latin (Italic, non- 
Italic, and even, especially in central Italy, non-Indo-European) 
idioms. The Latinization of Italy itself had of course begun in pre- 
historic times, perhaps in the seventh century or earlier, and was still 
in process in Augustus’ day. Other linguistically important dates for 
political and subsequent linguistic conquest are: Sicily, 241 B.C.; 
Sardinia, 238 B.C.; Cisalpine Gaul, 285-225, then lost to the Cartha- 
ginians, but definitively reconquered 198-191; Spain, begun early in 
the Second Punic War, completed in 205 B.C.; Liguria, 191-172; 
Southern Gaul, 125-121; Central and Northern Gaul, 58-51. Although 
we unfortunately do not know precisely with what horizontal (geo- 
graphic) and vertical (social) speed and thoroughness the various - 
native monolingualisms were replaced, no doubt through a period of 
bilingualism, by Latin monolingualism, it is scarcely convincing to 
propose, as do Grimes and Agard, that even the beginnings of Latiniza- 
tion in some regions of the Romania were delayed by as much as three 
centuries counting from the date of political conquest, or that a new 
Latinization (canceling the previous one?) took place with the spread 
of the speech of central Italy during the Pax Romana. (Note that the 
Pax Romana does not furnish a very precise date since it lasted from 
the time of Augustus through the Flavian dynasty, at least, that is, 
nearly a century and a half.) The fact is that we have from all these 
places Latin inscriptions that much precede the Pax Romana. That 
they do not exactly show us the kind of language that was actually 
spoken is a generic shortcoming of all written documents, especially 
those of the Roman state, of which I have spoken in detail elsewhere 8), 
And it seems to me venturesome to insist, as does Hall, that there was 
a single Proto-Romanic spoken throughout the provinces, regardless 
of the date of conquest, despite the different kinds of Latin imported 
into the various areas at so greatly divergent dates, and despite the 
variety of substrata superseded by Latin. The view of such a wide- 


6) Ernst Pulgram, Spoken and written Latin, Language 26,458-66 (1950). 
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spread and long-lasting koiné (which is not the same thing as a lingua 
franca, or a Pidgin Latin, such as may have existed, but certainly 
not as everybody’s speech everywhere, and not as the parent of the 
Romanic dialects), may be based precisely on the biased written re- 
cords which I just mentioned. And if there was no real koiné, Hall’s 
Reconstructed Proto-Romanic, for the time and place to which it is 
assigned, is a fiction, even though the “‘text is, as a whole, quite close 
to what we know about popular Latin from other sources ...’’ (205) 
I should not regard it as a fiction of but minimal degree of realism if it 
were, not “‘as a whole”’ but in detail, not “quite close to”’ but identical 
with, not ‘“‘what we know about popular Latin’’ but the popular Latin, 
uniform in the entire future Romania. But such a language we do 
not know, because it did not exist. What we need is not ‘‘more confi- 
dence’’ *) in what we are accomplishing by means of reconstructive 
techniques, but more evidence for its authenticity, and, lacking that, 
more reticence. 

The method of reconstruction of a proto-language is the comparison 
of related dialects. The linguist decides what dialects he may compare 
by measuring the degree of relationship, although he is of course 
greatly and often decisively aided in the task of selection by extra- 
linguistic historical facts that he knows and which prevent him from 
comparing, for example, English and Russian (except on the level of 
Proto-Germanic and Proto-Slavic). But there exist in fact no truly 
quantitative, scientific criteria for measuring relationship and for 
furnishing a clue to comparability, indeed a permission to compare, 
which will allow us to disregard intuitive, impressionistic judgments 
and non-linguistic criteria. I am aware of some recent attempts (not 
without precursors) to remedy this shortcoming, by Ellegard, Kroeber, 
and Grimes and Agard 8). But I am not persuaded of the validity of 
any of the procedures. Ellegard and Kroeber base their taxonomy 
upon vocabulary, which to my mind is the coarsest of the ingredients 
of a language, and the least suitable, indeed the most deceptive, of all 
criteria for extablishing relationship. (Certainly on the evidence of 
lexical composition English and French seem more closely related 
= 


”) Hall 1960, 206. 

8) Alvar Ellegard, Statistical measurement of linguistic relationship, Language 
35.131-56 (1959); A. L. Kroeber, Statistics, Indo-European, and taxonomy, 
Language 36,1-21 (1960); Grimes-Agard, 1959. 
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than they actually are structurally.) Furthermore, the taxonomy of! 
proto-languages delivers, in consideration of what I have said about: 
them, at best a brittle and at worst an illusory result. Ellegard recog-- 
nizes this: ‘“‘... if statistical methods are to be used, linguistic re-. 
lationship has to be split up into at least two different concepts, one: 
of which may be termed similarity, the other interdependence of de-. 
velopment. Both can be explicated in terms of statistical correlation | 
coefficients. But while the coefficient of similarity demands only a. 
knowledge of the languages to be compared, the coefficient of inter-. 
dependence presupposes also a knowledge of the original [proto-] 
language — a knowledge which is bound to be hypothetical in most 
practical cases — and of the rate of development of the daughter 
languages. Now if we already know the history of the languages (i.e. 
the extra-linguistic history, the historic data), it will obviously be 
easiest and most satisfactory to describe their relationship directly on 
that basis (which is not statistical). Hence the measure of interdepen- 
dence of development will have only a limited usufulness. In the pre- 
sent article I have therefore chiefly dealt with the measure of similari- 
ty.” 9) Hence the measurement of similarity (especially if based on the 
lexicon) does in fact not give us the measurement of interdependence 
of development which alone would tell us what languages may be 
profitably compared, in what sequence, and on what level. This reali- 
zation prompts Kroeber, after having attempted a taxonomy of nine 
Indo-European proto-languages, to say: “It must ... be remembered 
that the languages are really reconstructed proto-languages, from 
nearly two thousand to three thousand years old. It is thus evident 
that if French or Italian had been tested instead of [Proto-] Italic 
English or German instead of [Proto-] Germanic, and Bengali or Hindi 
instead of Sanskrit, the differentiating would have been even more 
severe.” 10) Consequently, Kroeber concludes, ‘It does begin to look 
as if time were beginning to justify Boas in his contention that all 
but the more obvious reconstructive and historic classification of 
unwritten languages contained elements of unreliability.” 11) Not only 
unreliability but also, I should add, in some circumstances full un- 
reality. 


%) Ellegard, 1959, 154. 
10) Kroeber 1960, 15. 
11) Kroeber 1960, 19. 
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Grimes and Agard deal with the real Romanic dialects and seek to 
establish statistically what Ellegard calls the relationship of similarity. 
Whether their choice of criteria, the operations, and the resultant 
statistics are valid is not germane to the present discussion. But where 
the authors’ endeavors concern themselves with questions on relation- 
ship of interdependence of development, that is, with the Proto-Ro- 
manic parent language, the results must be, in Ellegird’s words, of 
limited usefulness. Since we know the external history of the Romanic 
languages as a matter of extensive and trustworthy historic records, 
it will (to speak again with Ellegard) “obviously be easiest and most 
satisfactory to describe their relationship directly on that basis.” 12) 
But this Grimes and Agard unfortunately do not do, or rather, do 
wrongly, when they derive the modern Romanic languages from the 
popular speech of central Italy in the first or second century after 
Christ, as I noted before 18). Hence their statistical procedure is not 
suited to the creation of quantitative criteria that will determine which 
ones of a number of known languages must be used, in what combina- 
nation and in what sequence (more of this below), in order to arrive 
at a proto-language of maximum degree of realism, though never com- 
plete reality. 

If it were ever demonstrated, as some think it may well be, that 
Indo-European and Semitic are akin in such a way as to warrant the 
reconstruction of a Proto-Indo-Semitic language, then French and 
Arabic may be called, however remotely, related languages. Given the 
condition, then, that a linguist of the distant future, through some 
strange but imaginable circumstances, finds records of French and 
Arabic but of no other Indo-European or Semitic language, his un- 
dertaking a linguistic comparison of French and Arabic with the pros- 
pect of reconstructing a parent speech would not be nonsensical — even 
though no right-thinking linguist of our day would, or should, attempt 
it. He should not and does not because French and Arabic, apart from 
not looking very closely related, do not need to be compared: for the 
comparison of Indo-European and Semitic we shall do better, if the 
time comes, to employ older stages in either family, which luckily 
are accessible. But perhaps the most weighty consideration available 
to us against a French-Arabic comparison is our extra-linguistic 


_ 12) Ellegard 1959, 154. 
_ 13) See above, p. 23-24. 
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knowledge, which the future linguist of whom I spoke may lack just! 
as we are lacking comparable information on early Indo-European) 
and Proto-Indo-European historical circumstances, the knowledge, that! 
is, that the non-linguistic conditions and the history of the speakers: 
of Arabic and French are such as to divest a Proto-French-Arabic lan-- 
guage of any degree of realism and plausibility, let alone reality. 

Linguistic reconstruction, then, has no built-in control mechanism; 
its result betrays its own falsehood no more than it confirms its cor-. 
rectness. The process of reconstructing a proto-language by the methods | 
of comparative linguistics is a mechanical one in which a series of 
linguistic equations is solved for the purpose of finding the common 
denominator, the proto-language, which will satisfy all the require- 
ments of historic developments that produced the daughter-languages. 
In this method only the procedure, but not the selection of the equations 
with which one operates, is rigorously scientific. Even a technician 
who is conversant with the method but knows little or nothing of the 
nature and the hidden problems of his material, may successfully 
solve the equations, without being able to judge the validity of his 
premises or the merit of his conclusions. (It is of course true that a 
science has attained a degree of maturity if its every-day chores, be 
they, in linguistics, descriptive analysis or historical comparison, can 
be accomplished by technicians. But this does not mean that the 
raising of technicians is a sufficient educational goal: they by them- 
selves will further linguistics no more than garage mechanics advance 
automotive engineering.) The control, however, and the critical view 
and the corrections are indeed provided — not by mathematics, but 
by the person who possesses both a sufficient knowledge of the extra- 
linguistic circumstances and a sufficiently educated judgment (though 
it can never be infallible since it deals with non-quantified items) as 
to which two or more languages are so constituted as to permit and 
invite comparison. In other words, what prevents the good historical 
linguist from committing grievous errors and from producing alto- 
gether fantastic proto-languages is, apart from his knowledge of extra- 
linguistic facts wherever they are available, his good training and 
his good sense, and not (for the time being, I fear) a strict, quantitative 
set of axioms or criteria, a really scientific, that is, self-correcting, 
methodology. 

The Indo-Europeanist who must make a decision on the compa- 
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rability or authenticity of unattested proto-languages of the Indo- 
European family is, we must admit, in some measure and in some 
manner, no matter how learned and skilled he is, to be likened to the 
under-informed linguist of the future whom I mentioned, at least as 
regards his disabilities and shortcomings. Even though (let us assume 
for the moment) his judgment for the comparability of languages is 
trustworthy, and even though he has both linguistic and non-linguistic 
records of good quality and quantity for a fair number of centuries 
backward from the present, he still comes to certain points on his way 
toward Proto-Indo-European where he is inevitably faced with the 
question as to whether there was or was not a Real Proto-Balto- 
Slavic, a Real Proto-Italic, a Real Proto-Italo-Keltic corresponding 
to the customary entries on the genealogical tree. 

Rather than deal with remote languages let us once more turn to a 
reconstructed or postulated language where the facts are better known, 
for example, Proto-Ibero-Romanic — a tongue which, though it is no 
more attested than Proto-Balto-Slavic, has the advantage of being 
provided with fully known mother and daughter languages, Latin and 
the Spanish-Portuguese dialects, respectively. A Proto-Ibero-Romanic 
language is conjunctured by some linguists on the familiar view that 
the dialects of the Iberian peninsula, which are more closely related 
to one another than is each to any other Romanic dialect (except Ca- 
talan, which seems nearer Provengal), must be derived from a common 
proto-language. This opinion seems unobjectionable enough at first 
sight, and the Proto-Ibero-Romanic language appears therefore justi- 
fied by the methods of historical linguistics. But what does linguistic 
history, which is amply available in this instance, say about it? 

In accordance with all we know about the early history of Spain 
and its conquest by Roman arms, and in the light of all we know about 
the behavior of languages and their spread and diversification, the 
Proto-Ibero-Romanic hypothetical language most likely did not exist ; 
certainly it did not have to exist. Instead it seems highly probable 
and reasonable, albeit still unprovable in rigorous terms for want of 
complete linguistic evidence, not that Latin was imported in the Iberi- 
an peninsula and there existed for a while in a modified form called 
Proto-Ibero-Romanic before it was somehow decomposed into various 
dialects, but that Latin (and very likely not just one kind of local or 
social dialect of Latin, nor one Latin of a single period) was super- 
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imposed upon, and exposed to the substratic influence of, a variety ' 
of already existing dialects (perhaps of an ‘Iberian’ type — though the: 
name has little more than geographic meaning unless Basque is a) 
modern derivative of it). If that is so, then the multiform dialects of the : 
area are not at all descendents or continuations of some kind of uni-- 
form Proto-Ibero-Romanic, they are not products of the disintegration | 
of a single proto-language spoken in the !berian peninsula. That is to) 
say, there never were any people to whom Proto-Ibero-Romanic was | 
a native language. As far as we know, the linguistic diversity of Iberian . 
Romanic is due to both the diversity of the linguistic substrata (at 

the state of communications preceding the Roman conquest we must 

not assume the prevalence of a unified language all over the Iberian 

peninsula), and, perhaps less so, the diversity of the Latin imported 

(although we unfortunately know very little about Latin dialects). 

On the other hand, the high degree of relatedness of the dialects of 

Spain and Portugal in comparison with other Romanic dialects is 

due to, and testifies to, the relatedness of the substrata as compared 

with those prevailing in Gaul (Keltic), Italy (mostly Italic), Rumania 

(Thracian ?), and so forth, and of course to the relatedness of the Latin 

speeches that superseded the Iberian stratum 14). 

The term Proto-Ibero-Romanic, then, has a real content only in 
the sense that it is Latin itself. Latin is the only proto-language which 
the inevitable non-linguistic considerations allow me to postulate, a 
Latin, to be sure, that must be sought outside the Iberian peninsula 
~ for as soon as it became the language of the peninsula’s non-native 
speakers it acquired a variety of dialectal traits. I do not deny, then, 
that the visible relationship of the dialects of the Iberian peninsula 
has its source in a proto-language, but I do maintain that it is not of 
necessity, indeed with scarcely any probability, this so-called Proto- 
Ibero-Romanic, located on the peninsula and spoken after the Roman 
conquest, such as it appears in various genealogical trees and such as 
it is understood by most scholars. 


14) I do not wish to give the impression that I regard the substratum as the 
only source of linguistic diversification of an original more or less unified dialect; 
many linguistic and non-linguistic (political, geographic, demographic, econo- 
mic) factors play important roles, and are often difficult to disentangle from 
one another. But I do consider the substratum a very important force among 
all these. 
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Since we have no truly quantifying criteria that measure the re- 
lationship among languages, the constitution of subgroups of more 
closely related idioms for the purpose of reconstructing intermediate, 
partial proto-languages, such as Proto-Ibero-Romanic or Proto-Italo- 
Keltic, derives from value judgments, from educated guesses, on the 
part of the investigator. But here it must be noted that divergent 
decisions on the first level of comparisons, that of known dialects, must 
lead to divergent results on the final level, that of the unknown proto- 
language. I may illustrate this by the following example dealing with 
an imaginary set of related languages, a, b, c, d, e, , declared to belong 
to one linguistic family. Let us assume that we know only these, the 
present generation, so to speak, of this family, such as is indeed often 
the case with Amerindian or African dialects. In attempting to arrive 
P 2 P 
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at a proto-language the linguist may choose to follow one of several 
possible paths toward the solution of this series of linguistic equations, 
as shown in Fig. 1. Under A, he compares all dialects at the same time 
and derives the proto-language P, directly. Under B and C he connects 
certain dialects because they seem more closely related and appear to 
form a sub-family. Also other designs are of course feasible. But owing 
to the absence of quantitative criteria on degrees of relationship, and 
of historic information on either the languages or the speakers, not all 
linguists need necessarily agree on the grouping of dialects for the 
purpose of reconstruction, and even disagreement from the majority 
view may mark neither the fool nor the maverick. Be it also noted 
that any grouping preceding the comparison implies or anticipates a 
certain historic relationship which, one should imagine, ought to be 
the result rather than the premise of reconstruction. In any event, 
the reconstructed proto-languages, P1, Pe, Ps, can hardly come out 
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identical because they were fabricated by different procedures, while | 
of course the real proto-language, P, if ever there was one in the first 
place, is unchangeably fixed. Not only that, but also the intermediate 
proto-languages under B and C (Pap, Pea, Per, Pabe, Paer), which are 
not the same, and of which there is none under A, may or may not 
have existed. Whether schema A or B or C is representative of a reality 
of linguistic and non-linguistic history can therefore not be argued on 
the strength of precarious and debatable choices pertaining to the 
arrangement of dialects 15). 

In some linguistic families, notably Amerindian and African, pre- 
history is but a few decades distant. Any thrust into the past will 
involve the linguist in reconstruction. He will therefore often find 
himself in a position such as exemplified by Fig. 1 above. If what I 
have said so far in this paper is true, it follows that the pyramiding 
of reconstructed series of proto-languages which are meant to probe 
into the past, cannot but suffer from rapidly and radically dwindling 
realism on both counts, authenticity of form and reality of existence. 
By the time the Amerindian or African linguist has reached, speaking 
in terms of the genealogical tree (which he is likely to construct in 
order to illuminate chronology and family relationship — and, one may 
hope, no more), the third or fourth generation, which perhaps carries 
him backward no farther than a century, he faces a proto-language of 
his own making that has an exceedingly small degree of verisimilitude. 
And if furthermore he wishes to assign dates to these proto-languages 
by means of linguistic calculations, glottochronologic or other, the 
realization becomes inescapable that such a chronology, based largely 
(as itis) on fictional material, is highly questionable if not worthless. 

Concerning the extra-linguistic deductions often derived from such 


15) I have noted (see above p. 28) that the reconstructing comparativist is 
solving a number of linguistic equations. But when I speak of equations in this 
context, it should be borne in mind that they differ significantly from mathe- 
matical ones. In mathematics, given a number of unknowns and a number of 
equations, it does not matter in what sequence the unknowns are gradually 
eliminated by the process of substitution: the result is always the same. If it is 
not, an error was committed somewhere. In linguistics, however, where neither 
the knowns nor the unknowns can be provided with a quantitative value, more 
than one solution is possible, and it is the progress toward it, that is, the sequence 
in which the equations are solved, which in considerable measure determines 
the final result. 
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a genealogical tree, I need scarcely say more than has already been 
said in passing. Having societies or persons migrate from one place 
to another, along roads that are represented, somewhat flimsily and 
recklessly, by the branches of the genealogical tree, which becomes a 
geographical map, in order to accommodate displacement and diver- 
sification of languages, all that is bad enough even if the tree is a map 
of known territory. But it is preposterous to pretend that one may 
pursue the progress of imaginary societies along the branches of a 
hypothetical tree of dubious reconstructed languages, and to provide 
with ethnic names various vague tribes and nations which go with the 
more than doubtful linguistic items. The linguist who thus has peril- 
oasly nurtured a genealogical tree and topped it with a shaky proto- 
language, now triumphantly descends the same puny growth, at the 
head, as it were, of bands of lusty migrants and invaders who disperse 
their spectral selves and their mute idioms, leaving behind them, at 
fleeting halts and along conjectured paths, a faint and untidy trail of 
arrowheads or pots or battleaxes or cephalix indices, or perhaps of 
none of these — but always of alleged proto-languages. This is not 
linguistics, and it is not prehistory or history 16). 


16) A portion of my book The tongues of Italy: prehistory and history (Cam- 
bridge, Mass. 1958) attempts to demonstrate that in determining the linguistic 
aspect of the prehistory of a certain region it is necessary to use not linguistic 
arguments alone, nor those pertaining to any other single branch of science 
alone; and I tried to show, by word and example, that prehistory, a branch of 
human knowledge which by its very nature deals with the recondite, must be 
based upon all the evidence and all the methods accessible to the modern scholar, 
whether they come from linguistics, ethnology, antropology, archaeology, his- 
tory, mythology, geology, or any other available source. (Significantly, two re- 
viewers of my book, both linguists, were unable by inclination or education 
to grasp my intent, and they lamented a circumstance that they should have 
welcomed, namely, the vast amount of non-linguistical material which I adduced 
in my argument.) I cannot recommend warmly enough to anyone really in- 
terested in this question, Luigi Pareti, La comparazione scientifica e la preis- 
toria, in: Studi minori di storia antica, 1: Preistoria e storia antica, 1-22 (Rome 
1958). Anyone who has but cursorily informed himself on the problems and 
principles involved in prehistoric research cannot help perceiving the amateurish- 
ness and frivolity inherent in the ventures of some linguists to paint a picture 
of prehistory with purely linguistic means — with the aid of reconstructed proto- 
languages, if you please! 

Cf. Rouse, in Raymond H. Thompson, ed., Migrations in New World cultural 
history 67 (Tucson 1958): ‘‘One of the values of the present volume, in my 
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If I hold such views on proto-languages in general, especially the 
intermediate proto-languages, what do I do with the queen of all 
proto-languages, Proto-Indo-European? If I deny an a priori existence 
to Proto-Ibero-Romanic, should I not deny it also to Proto-Indo- 
European, that is, should I not in effect be saying that Proto-Indo- 
European may not have existed at all, especially since I have argued 
that it is not really a ‘beginning’ any more than is Proto-Ibero-Roma- 
nic, but part of a larger genealogical tree of which we do not know the 
rest? 1”) But there is a difference. In Romanic we are entitled, if we 
so choose, to go beyond the proto-language, that is, Latin, and pene- 
trate to older stages of the family; in Indo-European we cannot, at 
least not at the present state of our knowledge, go beyond Proto-Indc- 
European. Consequently Proto-Indo-European is, in terms of currently 
practicable historical linguistics, though surely not in terms of real 
linguistic history, a terminal item; it therefore belongs into a different 
category from all those other proto-languages, real or reconstructed, 
that lead up to it. 

It follows that, while the existence of a real parent language for the 
Indo-European dialects can be questioned as little as that of a real 
parent language for the Ibero-Romanic dialects, it may not be some- 
thing that we shall, if we ever obtain further information, continue to 
call Proto-Indo-European, certainly not if the term connotes, as it 
does to some, a number of geographic, ethnic, and indeed linguistic 
corollaries. For such corollaries, pertaining to realia, cannot be de- 
duced from the reconstructed language in any event. If we should ever 
discover the shape of the larger genealogical tree of which ‘Proto- 
Indo-European’ is a branch, then we may also find it useful, or indeed 
obligatory, to revise the name: Proto-Indo-European may turn out 
to be language X of the larger tree just as Proto-Ibero-Romanic 
turned out to be Latin. I should of course require, in accordance with 
what I have been saying, that the case of the genetic connection of the 
opinion, is that it illustrates the necessity of combining archaeological, ethno- 
logical, physical anthropological, and linguistic evidence in drawing inferences 
of migration’’. To this adds the reviewer (Newman, Language 35,717 [1959]): 


“None of the symposium contributors, however, attempted to utilize evidence 
outside his own specialty’’. 


17) See my earlier article, Language 35,425 (1959). See also above, p. 23, 


where I put Proto-Indo-European under (3c), making it an admissible though 
unreal construct. 
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Indo-European with another language family not only be stated on 
purely linguistic grounds, but also be accompanied and supported by 
such non-linguistic evidence as would make the physical contact of 
the two language families, their geographic contiguity if not congru- 
ence at some time, a fact or at least a very strong probability. But if 
that is accomplished we shall also be in a much better position than 
we are now to place ‘Proto-Indo-European’, or whatever we shall 
prefer to call it, in time and place, and to associate it with a culture 
and with speakers — just as, thanks to the historical information we do 
possess, we could find a home, an Urheimat, if you will, and a culture 
and speakers to go with ‘Proto-Ibero-Romanic’, that is, Latin. 
Indeed even now we do in fact abrogate the existence of Proto- 
Indo-European as the proto-language of all dead and living Indo- 
European dialects, if we follow the reasoning of those who see in Hit- 
tite not a daughter but a sister language of Proto-Indo-European and 
who postulate a Proto-Indo-Hittite parent language for both 18). It 
is true that we still need a proto-language for all the many dialects 
that must be related by descent; but it is also true that Proto-Indo- 
Hittite, if we postulate a reality for it since it is now at the practically 
accessible apex of the pyramid (or, if one prefers, at the base of the 
genealogical tree), detracts from the probability of the real existence 
of Proto-Indo-European: for Proto-Indo-European is now, like Proto- 
Ibero-Romanic, an unattested intermediate proto-language whose 
reconstructed formulae do not, in the absence of non-linguistic cor- 
roboration, imply or warrant the presumption of its reality. We must 
not think or pretend, therefore, that the acceptance of the Proto- 
Indo-Hittite hypothesis, or perhaps of an even more conjectural 
Proto-Indo-Semitic, or of any other farther removed proto-language, 
betokens merely a rearrangement of the genealogical tree without 
affecting the nature and the reality of what we have been calling Proto- 
Indo-European. For as soon as we have relegated Reconstructed Proto- 
Indo-European to any place other than the ultimately accessible apex 
of the pyramid of family reconstruction, have placed it in any but 


18) Ellegard 1959, 146, seems to come to this conclusion statistically. But 
I am reluctant to accept a calculation based on vocabulary alone. I have more 
confidence in views obtained without statistics and mathematics as long as they 
come from a first rate historical linguist who knows Hittite, such as Sturtevant. 
(Perhaps Ellegard does too, but he makes his case on statistic grounds.) 
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the terminal position, as some day perhaps we shall have to do, we 
shall have put it on a spot where, apart from its congenital lack of 
authenticity in form and substance, the very existence of a Real Proto- 
Indo-European in the customary sense of the word is no longer implied. 

What I have said in this article concerning a few of the unattested 
reconstructed languages of Indo-European applies, mutatis mutandis, 
to all of them, as it does of course to those of other linguistic families. 
That is to say, as regards Proto-Italo-Keltic, Proto-Italic, Proto- 
Gallo-Romanic, Proto-West-Germanic, and many more, with or with- 
out proto- in their names, no matter how convenient and even indis- 
pensable they may be as items in the procedure of historical linguistics, 
the linguist must in each case test and support their reality by the 
non-linguistic facts of linguistic history. 


Postscript. When I had finished this article in its first rough draft, 
I received a letter from a student of mine in Romanic Linguistics, 
Mr. Herbert Izzo, then in Vietnam. In it, discussing mainly possible — 
subjects for a doctoral dissertation, including the reconstruction of 
Proto-Romanic, Mr Izzo states an opinion concerning reconstruction 
and historical linguistics and linguistic history that can serve as a 
lucidly worded resumé to a portion of my own article, and that con- 
tains arguments and conclusions gratifyingly close to mine. I shall 
now cite, with the author’s permission, the pertinent passage so as to 
give Mr Izzo due credit, and also to allow our views to support one 
another by the very fact of their convergence. 

“...I have doubts about the validity of several aspects of recon- 
struction. One question is, if we were to compare two stages of a single 
language while supposing them to be different dialects, wouldn’t we 
be very likely to set up a proto-language for them instead of deriving | 
the later from the earlier form? And, although I believe that the Ro- 
mance languages derive ultimately from a nearly uniform base and 
that all the Indo-European languages do likewise, I cannot believe 
in the reality of reconstructions (better, constructions) like Proto- 
Germanic, where there is (so I believe) no historical evidence but only 
linguistic similarity to show that a single proto-language ever existed. 
Still less can I believe in the reality of such languages as Proto-Gallo 
Romance, Proto-Ibero-Romance, etc., where what is known about 
the area in question makes it seem (to me at least) most unlikely that 
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there could have been any ‘period of common development’ before 
differentiation. Of course, I am more or less echoing your remarks 
in ‘Linguistic expansion and diversification’ [in Studies .... What- 
mough 239-52 (The Hague 1957)], but the contrary is implied in [Ro- 
bert A.] Hall’s ‘Reconstruction of Proto-Romance’ [Language 26,6—-27 
(1950)] and his papers on the Oaths of Strasbourg [Language 29,317- 
21 (1953), 35,24-5 (1959), the second in reply to remarks by John A. 
Rea, Language 34,367—9 (1958)]. Now I think perhaps reconstruction 
may be compared to the solution of a series of simultaneous equations 
in that one might compare any two dialects and set up a proto-dialect 
for them, then compare this proto-dialect with any other similarly 
deduced proto-dialect oy with any third dialect, and so on until a 
final single reconstruction (the ‘solution’ of all the ‘equations’) had 
been made. Then the final reconstruction approximates an actual 
stage of the language, but the intermediate ‘reconstructions’ are merely 
convenient fictions corresponding to no actual linguistic stages except 
by coincidence. 

But if all this is true, it is impossible to know without extra-linguistic 
information whether a reconstruction represents a relatively real or a 
completely fictitious proto-language. (For example, the existence of 
Proto-Hispano-Portuguese seems somewhat more plausible than the 
existence of Proto-Hispano-Roumanian.) 

But if it is not true, ie., if related languages cannot be compared 
at random, but only those which have an immediate common ancestor 
can be compared and only relatively contemporaneous stages can be 
compared with each other, then we are even worse off; for we need 
still more extra-linguistic information to proceed...” 


University of Michigan ERNST PULGRAM 


THE STRUCTURE OF THE 
AFRIKAANS ROOT MORPHEME 


Summary 


Following up the pioneering work of E. M. Uhlenbeck in describing the struc- 
ture of the Javanese morpheme, the writer attempts a similar description of the 
Afrikaans morpheme. 

After treating of certain theoretical problems concerning the phoneme and 
the morpheme, the writer presents the results of this description, contending 
that in fact the Afrikaans morpheme is governed by a number of negative and 
positive structural rules. 


1.1. To my knowledge the only exhaustive quantitative study of the 
structure of the morphemic material of any language is the doctoral 
thesis of E. M. Uhlenbeck “De Structuur van het Javaanse Mor- 
pheem”’ 1). Some results of this study were published in Lingua II, © 
3 (August 1950), pp. 239-270, in which article he also treated of certain 
theoretical problems concerning morpheme analysis and the morpheme 
in general. The present article, a summary of a doctoral thesis 2), as 
yet unpublished, was inspired by the work of Uhlenbeck and is an 
attempt to supplement his pioneering work. 

1.2. Apart from the work of Mathesius, Martinet and others mention- 
ed by Uhlenbeck, studies by Kruisinga 8) and Menzerath 4) in the 
same direction should also be mentioned. Kruisinga’s work lacks 
theoretical foundation, and Menzerath, making no distinction between 
single words and derived and compound words, has to work with such 
large numbers and unwieldy units — he ends up with a word of nine 
syllables and 22 phonemes — that he can discuss only the monosyl- | 


1) Bandoeng, 1949. 

2) F. F. Odendal, Die Struktuur van die Afrikaanse Wortelmorfeem. Proefskrif 
ingelewer ter verkryging van die graad D. Litt. aan die Universiteit van Stel- 
lenbosch, Desember 1957. 

3) E. Kruisinga, De Bouw van het Engelsche Woord. Mededeelingen der Ne- 
derlandsche Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afdeeling Letterkunde, Nieuwe 
Reeks, Deel 4, No. 8, Amsterdam, 1941. 

4) Paul Menzerath, Die Architektonik des deutschen Wortschatzes. Phonetische 
Studien 3, Bonn, Hannover, Stuttgart, 1954. 
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labic word in detail. Interesting though the works of these scholars 5) 
may be, they are neither systematic quantitative descriptions of the 
vocabulary nor descriptions of the morpheme of the languages they are 
treating. Apart from the work of Uhlenbeck, therefore, the thesis of 
which this is the summary is the only such description, and the only 
one for an Indo-European language. 

1.3. Many of the problems encountered whilst working on the des- 
cription of the Afrikaans morpheme can be of interest only to students 
of Afrikaans or readers conversant with it. I would, therefore, like 
to present in this article (a) only those problems of general theoretical 
interest and those which although specifically Afrikaans, give the 
reader an insight into and an appreciation of the problems confronting 
the student of Afrikaans, and (b) the results of the description of the 
Afrikaans morpheme. 

2.1. A primary requisite for the description of the morphemes of a 
language is an inventory of the phonemes of that language. At the 
time of writing the thesis, only 4 articles on phonology and morpho- 
phonology had appeared in Afrikaans, 2 by Meyer de Villiers and two 
by the writer 6). From these it is evident that in Afrikaans, as in most 
other languages probably, most of the phonemes can be deduced with 
little trouble. Problematical are, however, /c/, the diphthongs, the 
nasalized vowels, /?/, and the /j/ and /h/ in words like zdeaal, prieel, 
aia, oé. 

2.1.1. There are different ways of interpreting the position individu- 
ally or in relation to one another of /?/, /j/ and /h/. As a reason for 


5) Menzerath mentions a number of doctoral theses written under him, i.e. 
for French, English, Serbo-Croation, Rumanian. Unluckily I have not been 
able to consult these works, but they mostly treat of monosyllabic words only 
and are apparently on the same lines as his own work. 

6) Meyer de Villiers, (a) Die Afrikaanse Foneme. Tydskrif vir Wetenskap en 
Kuns, Nuwe Reeks, Deel IX, Eerste aflewering (1949), pp. 79-92; (b) Die Afri- 
kaanse Foneme. Tydskrif vir Wetenskap en Kuns, Nuwe Reeks, Deel XII, 
Eerste aflewering (1952), pp. 58-72. 

F. F. Odendal, (a) Oor die Afrikaanse Priméve Foneme. Tydskrif vir Volks- 
kunde en Volkstaal, Jaargang XI, Aflewering 3 (1955), pp. 13-25; (b) Morfeem- 
probleme in Afrikaans. Tydskrif vir Wetenskap en Kuns, Nuwe Reeks, Deel XVI, 
Eerste Aflewering (1956), pp. 31-49. 

In the meantime an important publication by De Villiers has appeared: 
Afrikaanse Klankleer. Kaapstad, Amsterdam, 1958. 
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acknowledging /?/ as a phoneme, pairs like verras (surprise) /feras/ 
and veras (incinerate, cremate) /far?as/ have been put forward. This, 
I believe, is purely a question of juncture. In my opinion the simplest 
way of looking at the facts is not to separate these sounds, but to 
treat them as a group. This is an opinion I have previously defended ’). 
It will then be found that they are partly in complementary distri- 
bution, partly in free variation. Since no vowel at the beginning of a 
syllable in Afrikaans occurs without (at least) one of these sounds, 
I believe that there is no reason to postulate a morpheme /?/ (or /j/ 
or /h/). The vowel in that position can be looked upon as the variant 
of the same vowel in a position not at the beginning of a syllable. 

2.182. The diphthongs can be interpreted as monophonemic or bi- 
phonemic. One could divide the Afrikaans diphthongs into two 
groups 8), i.e. /ai/, /eey/ and /ou/ as monophonemic because their 
initial vowels do not occur as single vowels, and /a:i/, /oi/, /eu/ and 
/ui/ as biphonemic because their initial vowels are heard as single 
vowels. Since I can find no difference in distribution and relation - 
between these groups, and look upon the above-mentioned approach 
as being of a phonetic rather than a phonological order, I believe that 
the diphthongs should be treated as a single group. Whether as mono- 
or biphonemic seems to me of lesser importance, but if it is treated as 
biphonemic, problems with regard to the syllable turn up. Personally 
I find a monophonemic analysis the simplest and easiest treatment, 
for although this increases the number of phonemes, it simplifies 
matters considerably in other respects. 

2.1.3. The nasalized vowels, although they have a small functional 
load, some occurring only in certain idiolects, have always posed a 
problem in Afrikaans phonology. I recognized /a/, /3/, /@/ and /&/ 
as phonemes, and will further treat the Afrikaans morphological sys- 
tem as if these vowels were part of the phonological system although 
I now incline towards the view of De Villiers 9) that phonologically 
we have here a variant of the following /n/ rather than of the vowel. 

2.1.4. The status of /c/ is a bone of contention. At the time of writing 
the thesis I believed that morphonologically |c/ was of no importance 
for the description of the form of the root morpheme since it appears 

*) Tydskrif vir Volkstaal en Volkskunde XI, 3, p. 19. 


8) As De Villiers does. Afrikaanse Klankleer, p. 86. 
%) Afrikaanse Klankleer, p. 83. 
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almost exclusively in diminutives. When it does appear, it could be 
interpreted as a variant of /t/ or /k/. I should, however, be the first 
to acknowledge that this is not the only interpretation, or even the 
interpretation conforming best with the facts 10). 

2.1.5. The affricates /d3/, /t{/ and /ts/ could also pose the problem 
of mono- vs. biphonemicity. Since they appear only in words of foreign 
origin, I have not taken them to be Afrikaans phonemes. 

2.2, For the benefit cf Dutch readers or of those who might know 
Afrikaans, I give a full list of the Afrikaans phonemes, keeping in mind 
the reservations made in the preceding paragraphs: 


Consonants: 
p t k 
b d 
f S x 
V 
m y 
r ] 
j h 
Vowels: 
Short Long Nasalized 
i y u 
3 e @: re) 
€ ce S. é ce 3 
a a a 
Diphthongs 
ul 
eo ai ol 
cey ou 
ai 


3.1. Ascertaining the morphemes to be described in a language can 
pose many problems. To start with there is the problem of a repre- 
sentative vocabulary from which to derive the morphemes. Uhlenbeck 
seems to have been in the lucky position of having at his disposal a 
dictionary in which he could put so much trust that he could use it 


10) See e.g. De Villiers, Afrikaanse Klankleer, p. 85. 
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— supplemented by one other — not only as a basis, but even as a final 
authority. 

The student of Afrikaans is not in this lucky position. There is no 
standard explanatory dictionary available 4), and the bilingual dic- 
tionaries are, in at least one respect, quite untrustworthy. Afrikaans, 
being in a sense a ‘‘young language”’ and constantly submitted to the 
influence of the mighty world language English, tends to borrow 
extensively from the latter. Whenever there is doubt as to the “purity” 
of a word or expression, or when it does not exist, lexicographers (and 
also linguists in general) show a strong tendency to lean heavily, and 
often uncritically, on Dutch. Furthermore, as far as its technical ter- 
minology is concerned, Afrikaans is still in a state of flux. The problem, 
however, is not so great, since in a description of the morphemes of a 
language, the ideal in my opinion is not to try to describe all the possi- 
ble morphemes of that language, but rather a nucleus common to most 
speakers. The decision in individual cases as to which words belong 
to this nucleus, must, unless one has a scientific word count at one’s- 
disposal, often be subjective. 

3.2. In an attempt at reducing this subjectivity, I submitted a 
questionnaire containing 300 words to 100 of the second and third 
year students in Afrikaans at the University of Stellenbosch and also, 
as a check group, to 13 members of the State Translation Bureau in 
Pretoria, asking them to place the words in one of four categories, 
viz. unknown, Afrikaans, Dutch, strange (‘“‘vreemd’’). From the ans- 
wers I deduced, as could perhaps have been expected, that a word 
is not unknown or strange because of its form or history or etymology, 
but because the thing denoted by it is so. This again placed the onus 
on the investigator to decide in every individual case which word 
must be accepted and which not, since it is evidently impossible to 
expect a fairly large group to comment on every word in one or more 
dictionaries. A certain degree of subjectivity therefore seems inevitable. 
Since numbers and percentages play such a large part in a study like 
this, the disadvantages of this subjectivity need not be so great. 

As is common practice in phonological studies, certain groups of 


11) The “‘Woordeboek van die Afrikaanse Taal’, comparable to the ‘‘Woor- 
denboek der Nederlandsche Taal’”’, the Oxford English Dictionary or Webster’s 
International Dictionary of the English Language, is still in preparation and 
at the time of writing the thesis only finished for A-C. 
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words have been ignored, viz. interjections, proper names, archaic 
and dialectal words, foreign (learned) and scientific words 12). Each 
of these groups poses its own problems but I will not go further into 
these here. 

4.1. Once a nucleus has been established, the further problem of 
division into morphemes arises. This brought to the fore a number of 
very interesting theoretical problems. 

4.2. Perhaps the best approach to a discussion of these problems as 
I encountered them in Afrikaans is to take the working definition of 
the morpheme I adopted for Afrikaans as a starting-point: 

A morpheme is a minimal sound combination which can appear 
either as a word or as part of more than one word with the same 
or otherwise predictable form and, if realized more than once, with 
the same or a related meaning in its different realizations. 

Whatever the theoretical shortcomings of this definition, I found it 
quite adequate in practice. 

4.3. One cannot work in the fields of phonology or morphonology 
today without extensive reference to that group of American linguists 
which, for want of a better name, one could call the “‘School of Bloom- 
field’. Personally I should like to acknowledge my indebtedness to 
them. . 

On the other hand it seems almost impossible not to differ, some- 
times to a marked degree, with them. In the first instance, my defi- 
nition relies to a large degree on meaning. This must be anathema to 
the above-mentioned school. To me, however, the morpheme is a 
semantic-phonetic unit (or moment in a unit if you will 1%)), sothat 
meaning must come into the definition. Whether it is in reality possi- 
ble to describe a language without reference to meaning, has, in my 
opinion, still to be proved 14). I am not the first to criticize this view- 
point 15), Be it as it may, asa short-cut in a practical analysis, meaning 


12) Cf. O’Connor, J.D. and Trim, J. L. M., Vowel, Consonant and Syllable — 
a Phonological Definition, Word 9 (1953), pp. 103-122. 

18) Cf. Uhlenbeck, E. M., The Study of Worldclasses in Javanese, Lingua III 
(1953), pp. 322-354. 

14) See also Fowler’s criticism of Harris’ Methods in Language, 28 (1952), pp. 
504-509. 

15) To name but a few: Carrol, J. D., The Study of Language (Cambridge, 
1953), p. 27; Reifler, E., Linguistic Analysis, Meaning and Comparative 
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seems to me to be anessential 16), This again does not make the decisions 
to be taken as to ‘‘same”’ and “‘related” in any way less difficult or, 
for that matter, less subjective. Nida’s distinctions 1”) take us a long 
way, perhaps as far as we can go at the present stage of our science, 
but it certainly does not (and of course was never meant to) help one 
in every individual case. Of primary importance in my opinion, is 
the meaning the (native) users attach to related forms 18). Here the 
investigator has a marked advantage if the material he is investigating 
happens to be his mother-tongue. 

4.4. As regards form, my definition immediately makes it clear that 
here also I diverge rather widely from the American school. Rather 
than disagree with others on details regarding their approach to the 
form of the morpheme, I shall draw attention to some points of my 
own definition in this respect. 

4.4.1. By stating that a sound-combination should, unless it appears 
as a word, be realized more than once to be accorded the status of 
morpheme, I reject the “unique constituents” as morphemes 19). I do- 
this because in my opinion no meaning can synchronously be attached 
to, say, the -gom of bruidegom (husband), the -stal of diefstal (theft), 
the -raad of daeraad (daybreak), the oom- of oomblik (moment) etc. 
I should even go so far as to affirm, as I did in my analysis of the ma- 
terial, that a form should not be considered a morpheme if it occurs 
more than once, but only with other unique constituents. In this way 
I exclude forms like -warie in Januarie and Februarie or -(em)ber in 
September, Oktober, November and Desember since this leaves one with 
completely unintelligible Jan-, Febr-, Sept-, Okt-, Nov- and Des-; or 
the al- of algebra, alkohol, alkoof etc., since this again leaves the un- 
intelligible -gebra, -kohol and -koof. These forms cannot, in the words 


Semantics, Lingua III (1953), pp. 371-390; Robins, R. H., A Problem in the State- 
ment of Meanings, Lingua III (1953), pp. 121-137. 

16) Even Harris admits its use as a short cut: Methods in Structural Linguis- 
tics (Chicago, 1951), par. 14.31, note 18. 

1”) Morphology (Ann Arbor, 1949), p. 56. 

18) See also Bolinger, D. L., On defining the Morpheme, Word 4 (1948), p. 20. 

19) This in direct contrast to Harris’ postulate: If in a total environment —X, 
the combination AB occurs, and AD occurs, and CD occurs ..., then whether 
CB occurs or not, it is possible to consider A, B, C and D as being each of them 
discrete morphemic segments in the environment —X. (Methods in Structural 
Linguistics, par. 12.22). 
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of Bolinger 2°), “‘be included without opening the door to forms that 
we should not wish to include’’. In connection with the unique con- 
stituents I should also mention formatives of the type be-, ge-, ver- 
and the unique word-parts to which they are often joined, e.g. behaag 
(please), bekoor (charm), besef (realise), genees (cure, heal), genoeg 
(enough), gepeupel (mob), gedwee (docile), gehug (hamlet), verdwyn 
(disappear), verlep (wilted) etc., and also the position of unproductive 
formatives, on which, in my opinion, the final word has not been said. 

4.4.2. The morpheme, according to my definition, must have the 
same or a predictable form in all its occurrences. ‘‘Predictable’’ is a 
strong word, too strong in many cases. But of that later. By “‘predicta- 
ble” I mean that variants of a form can be united in a base-form which 
states the relation between them clearly and simply and allows of no 
exceptions. In this category fall groups like knife — knives to which 
the Americans have given much attention. In Afrikaans this type 
abounds: hand — hande (hand — hands), hoed — hoede (hat — hats), 
mof — mowwe (ewe — ewes), drif — driwwe (ford — fords), wolf — wolwe 
(wolf — wolves), skub — skubbe (scale (of a fish) — scales), etc. 

Different solutions could be attempted. 

(a) One could (to state the relation between e.g. hand — hande) 
postulate a morpheme /hanT/ 21), where /T/ denotes the occurrence 
of /t/ as well as /d/. Whilst theoretically feasible, this is valueless in 
practice, since it leaves one with a morpheme /T/ which does not exist. 

(b) One could state that the plural morpheme of hande is not /a/ 
but voicing (of final consonant) + /a/ 2) or /t/ — /d/ (i.e. /d/ replaces 
/t/) + /a/) 28). These solutions are hardly satisfying. Voicing is not a 
phoneme (or a morpheme, as Harris suggests) but a distinctive feature 
and /T/ — /d/ is not a phoneme but a replacement. 

(c) One could use the form /hant/ as base-form, but this makes no 
provision for the many morphemes ending in /t/ but having no /d/ 
in the plural, e.g. kant — kante (side — sides), lat — latte (cane — canes), 
pot — potte (pot — pots), rot — rotte (rat — rats) etc. 

(d) It seems that one can only postulate /hand/ as the base-form. 
Since Afrikaans has no voiced final explosives or fricatives, the alter- 


20) On defining the Morpheme, Word 4 (1948), p. 20. 

21) Harris, Methods in Structural Linguistics, par. 14.3. 
32) Harris, Methods in Structural Linguistics, par. 13.551; 
23) Harris, Methods in Structural Linguistics, par. 13331. 
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nation (now automatic) can be clearly and simply stated: when /d/ 
appears as final consonant in a word, it becomes /t/. The same goes 
mutatis mutandis for the other examples cited above, and not only 
for the plural, but also for other inflected forms like hand — handig 
(hand — handy), skub — skubbig (scale — scaly), grof — growwe (rough 
in attributive and predicative position), skryf — skrywe (two forms of 
write) etc. 

A similar problem appears in words like Jas — laste (load — loads), 
gif — gifte (gift — gifts), drif — drifte (passion — passions), guns — gunste 
(favour — favours), hoof — hoofde (head — heads), voog — voogde (guardian 
~ guardians) etc., i.e. words ending in /x/, /f/, /s/, /k/ and /p/ and having 
either -¢ or -d in the inflected form. 

(a) From the uninflected form no simple description can be given, 
since too many words ending in these sounds do not have ¢ or d in the 
inflected form, and also there is no way, except diachronously, to 
predict whether ¢ or d will appear. 

(b) The ¢ or d could be ignored in these words in accordance with 
Hockett’s thesis 24) that in a given corpus not all morphs necessarily 
belong to a morpheme, and that these are submorphematic, ““‘empty”’. 
Hockett’s distinction seems to me to be relevant to what are usually 
called ‘“‘verbindingsklanke”’ or “‘oorgangsklanke”’ (connection or tran- 
sition sounds) like the /9/ in perdestal (stable), ervelid (honourary mem- 
ber), or the /s/ in werkswinkel (workshop), badskamer (bathroom), 
troonsbestyging (accession to the throne), which can in many cases be 
dispensed with, but not relevant to the above-mentioned ¢ or d which 
either does not appear, or else appears without exception. Since they 
always appear in a given context, they must, it seems to me, belong 
to some morpheme, be it root or peripheral. 

(c) The inflected form again seems the simplest form from which 
to describe the alternation since, with very few exceptions, Afrikaans 
knows no ¢ or d after /x, f, s, k, p/ in word final. 

This poses a problem concerning the minimal form of the morpheme. 
Of the three possible interpretations, however, this last is so clearly 
the simplest and most acceptable, that I cannot but give it preference. 

A last problematical group that can be solved satisfactorily, is the 
group with /a/ in the final syllable in the simplex, but no /a/ in deri- 


24) Problems of Morphemic Analysis, Language 24 (1947), p. 429. 
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vative forms, alarm /alaram/ (alarm) — alarmeer /alarmer/ (give the 
alarm); kaliber /kalibor/ (calibre) — kalibreer /kalibrer/ (calibrate) ; 
kalm /kalom/ (calm) — kalmeer /kalmer/ (to calm); simpel /sampel/ 
(simple) — simplifiseer /somplifiser/ (simplify) ; teater /tea:tor/ (theatre) — 
teatraal |teatra:l/ (theatrical); modern /moderen/ (modern) — moderni- 
seer /moderniseer/ (modernise) etc. Here again the derivative form 
seems to be the easiest to describe, viz. the form of e.g. /alarmer/, with 
the statement that in word final /r/ + |m/ (or /b/ + /r/, /l/ + /m/, 
[p/ + fl/, /t/ + /r/, /t] + /n/) always has the form /ram/ (or /bar/, 
/lam/ etc.). 

4.4.3. A further, rather large group, divisible again into smaller 
groups (of which a few will be treated here), shows that ‘“‘predictable 
form” in my definition reflects the ideal rather than the practical 
position and that it cannot always be realized. These groups should 
rather be called “‘groupable’’, i.e. although no form could be found from 
which other forms could be predicted, they could at least be put in 
the same category, their common problem stated and a form chosen 
to be described. They are i.a. (a) morphemes with vowel shift as a result 
of accent shift, e.g. profeet /e/ (prophet) — profeteer /a/ (prophetise) ; 
appél /e/ (appeal) — appelleer |a/ (to appeal) ; harlekyn /ai/ (harlequin) — 
harlekinade /i/ (harlequinade); alkohol |9/ (alcohol) — alkoholies /o/ 
(alcoholic) ; Jojaal /a:/ (loyal) — lojalitect /a/ (loyalty) etc. ; 

(b) morphemes with /d/ and /t/ in simplex and /j/ or zero in deri- 
vational forms, e.g. tyd — tye (time — times), pad — paaie (road — roads), 
dood — dooie (dead in attributive and predicative position) etc. ; 

(c) morphemes with shift of consonant in different forms, e.g. 
/s/ — /k/, as in appliseer — applikasie (apply — application), kliniek — 
klinies (clinic — clinical); /d/ — /s/, as in erodeer — eroste (erode — ero- 
sion), ekspandeer — ekspansie (expand — expansion); /ks/ — /s/ or /x/, 
as in reduksie — reduseer (reduction — reduce), introduksie — introduseer 
(introduction — introduce) ; korreksie — korrigeer (correction — to correct) 
distinksie — distingeer (distinction — distinguish) ; /s/— /t/ as in aborsze — 
aborteer (abortion — abort), narkose — narkoties, (narcosis — narcotic), 
proteksie — protektoraat (protection — protectorate) etc. 

The most difficult group to resolve here is without a doubt that 
which has often been discussed by American linguists, viz. those with 
vowel shift in different functions, the type of take — took, sing — sang, 
etc. In Afrikaans the following types amongst others can be found: 
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(a) verb in the present tense — verb in the past tense, e.g. kan - 
kon (can — could) ; 

(b) verb in the present tense — past participle (used as adjective), 
e.g. wen — gewonne (win — won), sit — gesete (sit — seated), spreek — 
gesproke (speak — spoken), giet — gegote (pour — poured) ; 

(c) verb — noun, e.g. sluit — slot (lock), sing — sang (sing — song), 
eryp — greep (grab — grip), bid — gebed (pray — prayer) ; 

(d) noun singular — noun plural, e.g. skip — skepe (ship — ships), 
gebed — gebede (prayer — prayers), stad — stede (city — cities) ; 

(e) noun — adjective, e.g. hitte — heet (heat — hot), hof — hoofs (court — 
courtly). 

The American linguists seem to feel that e.g. waited, the past tense 
form of wait can be divided into two morphemes, viz. wait + /ed/ 
(past tense). Since took e.g. is the past tense of take, took should also 
be capable of division into two morphemes, preferably take + some- 
thing. 

Hockett summarizes the suggested solutions as follows: 25) 

(1) took is a single morpheme, so that there is no morphophonemic 
problem ; 

(2) took is a portmanteau representation of the two-morpheme se- 
quence take and /ad/; 

(3) took is an allomorph of the morpheme which appears elsewhere as 
take, plus a zero allomorph of /ad/; 

(4) took is a discontinuous allomorph /t....k/ of take, and an infixed 
allomorph /u/ of /ad/; 

(5) took is take plus a REPLACIVE MORPH /u/ < /ey/ (read ‘‘/u/ 
replaces /ey/’’). 
None of these, as Hockett acknowledges, is satisfactory. Harris 2) 
adds two further possibilities, without, however, accepting either: 
(6) ‘““We (could say) that (on the analogy of run—ran) walk too contains 
two morphemes: walk plus zero; and that zero and ed are two 
segments that replace each other in the environment I walk ... 
slowly. 

(7) “... we may compare run and van in I ... slowly, and note that 
they are partially identical as tor. .n. Hence we may say that there 
are two morphemic segments /a/ and /ae/, which replace each other 


25) Two models of grammatical description, Word 10 (1954), p. 223. 
26) Methods, Appendix to par. 12.233. 


49 


in the environment J 7. .” slowly. A formulation of this type avoids 
giving precedence to run over ran’. 

In my opinion the American linguists are inclined to forget, as 
regards this particular problem and others, that there are also part- 
systems in every language. Everything cannot be forced into the same 
overall system, and in the case of take — took we are dealing with just 
such a part-system which cannot be forced into the same system as 
the “regular” wait — waited. 

Be it as it may, I do not yet know how this problem is to be solved. 
In my article 2’) I thought that, for a practical description, different 
morphemes would have to be assumed. In writing my thesis however, 
I inclined towards the view that they are of the same order as the 
morphemes discussed in par. 4.4.3. and therefore described only one 
morpheme of each pair. It remains a problem on which the final word 
has not yet been said, and the most difficult problem I have en- 
countered in the division of words into morphemes in Afrikaans. 

Of the same type, but even more complicated in form are admittedly 
rare pairs like weet — wis (know — knew), sal — sou (shall — should), 
dink — dag (think — thought), where only a single phoneme is common 
to both. The American linguists would probably see no reason for not 
stating a relationship here. For my part, this would mean abandoning 
the phonetic criterion of the morpheme. I find it quite impossible for 
instance to see a morpheme -m in English whom, them, him ?8). In 
describing the Afrikaans pronouns, one should on this basis acknow- 
ledge in hy (he) — hom (him) the morphemes /h/ = 3rd person sing. 
masc., /ai/ = nominative, /om/ = accusative; in hy (he) — sy (his) the 
morphemes /ai/ = 3rd pers. sing. masc., /h/ = nominative, /s/ = geni- 
tive, in Wy (he) — sy (she) the morphemes /ai/ = 3rd pers. sing., /h/ = 
masc., /s/ = feminine, so that /h/ of y could now be any of three 
_morphemes, i.e. 3rd pers. sing. masc., masc., and nominative, and /9i/ 
of hy any of two, i.e. 3rd pers. sing. masc., and nominative. Clearly 
something is wrong somewhere. 

4.4.4. Lastly one is faced with form problems in isolated morphemes 
having different forms, morphemes such as heuning (honey) and its 


af) Tydskrif vir Wetenskap en Kuns, Nuwe Reeks, Deel XVI, Eerste Af- 
lewering (1956), p. 37. 

28) See Uhlenbeck’s criticism of this (Lingua III, p. 332) and Bolinger’s 
criticism of the type shirk, perk, lurk, etc. (Word 6, p. 122). 
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dialectal variants, i.e. jeuning, hening, and hinning,; aalwyn, aalwee, 
alewee (aloe); asgaai and assegaai (assegai); aspres, aspris and ekspres 
(on purpose), appeliefie (type of berry) and its 12 variants, etc., etc. 
Here there is no question of groups with the same alternation. Every 
morpheme has its own different variant(s). In deciding which form to 
describe, one could again attempt to find a base-form. This would 
however make the description more complicated than the problem. 
Where the variants are dialectal, and in many other cases, the official 
Afrikaanse Woordelys en Shelreéls of the “‘Suid-Afrikaanse Akademie 
vir Wetenskap en Kuns’”’ gives invaluable help. Where, however, they 
recognised more than one form, or where a specific word had not been 
included in their list, a choice had to be made, often subjectively, and 
usually the form I generally use. 

5.1. With the discussion of the theoretical problems in the preceding 
paragraphs as a background, we can now proceed to the actual des- 
cription of the Afrikaans root morpheme and note the results ob- 
tained. It might be of interest to know that I worked with the same- 
type of charts described by Uhlenbeck, and very much in the same 
way. 

5.2. I postulated 7,564 morphemes for Afrikaans. Of these, 3,262 
(43.394) are monosyllabic. Of these again, 708 have one or more homo- 
nyms. Taking into consideration that a cluster of more than 3 conso- 
nants does not occur in Afrikaans in the same position in the same 
syllable 29), 16 different types are possible. Of these the following 15 
occur (with the number of morphemes that actually occur in each type 
and the theoretically possible number that could occur, listed beside 
them): 


V 9 (21.9%) CVC 873 (18.1%) 
CV 99 (28.7%) CCVC 627 ( 6.3%) 
CCV 639, nf 8,89 wae COONE 52.08 (o2ene) 
CCCV 8 (5.8%) CVCC 487 ( 2.2%) 
VC 52 (16.1%) CVCCCim e23eu. <( a8 
VCC 40 (2.7%) CCVCC 203% vitonl496} 
F CCOWMN AT icstel t 9a ae COOVICE 10 ( .05%) 
CCVCCC te i 


Only CCCVCCC of the theoretically possible types does not occur. 
29) In eksploitasie e.g. 4 consonants appear in inlaut, but not in the same 
syllable in the inlaut. 
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5.2.1. To describe and discuss each type in particular here would 
take us too far, since it can hardly be of much interest to the general 
reader. I therefore present only the main results. 

(1) More morphemes occur in types with a consonant or consonants 
before the vowel than in the corresponding types with a consonant or 
consonants after the vowel. These types also have a higher °% reali- 
zation of the theoretically possible number of morphemes within the 
type. This can clearly be seen from the figures in the previous para- 
graph, e.g. CV 99 (28.7%), VC 52 (16.1%); CCVC 627 (6.3%), CVCC 
487 (2.2%), etc. 

(2) The simpler the form of the morpheme, the higher the homo- 
phony, i.e. a type with one consonant in a given position has a higher 
% homophony than the corresponding type with two consonants, 
which again has a higher % than one with three, e.g. 


WO 365%, CVC 40% CVC +=40% 
VOCGN.22.5% CVCCAIINTY CCVC 19.4% 
¥CCG=0% CVCEG’ 8.7% CCCVC 11.4% 

(3) In corresponding types more different consonant clusters occur 
in auslaut than in anlaut although altogether fewer consonants occur 
in auslaut than in anlaut. 

(4) More morphemes occur in types with a consonant than in types 
without one, but immediately a cluster occurs, the number of morphe- 
mes decreases again, e.g. 


V9 i gets 
VC 52 ay ry 
VCC 40 CVC 63 
VCCC 7 CCCV 8 


5.3. 2,997 (39.6%) of the morphemes are bisyllabic. Only 72 homo- 
phones occur. Theoretically 5 different groups, each with 16 different 
types (= 80 types) can be expected. All the groups and 50 of the types 
do in fact occur. The different groups follow, with the number of 
morphemes that actually occur listed beside them: 


(a) Group with no intervocalic consonant (VV) = 83 
aii akties 08600 5; 3 (VCV) = 1751 
fey; » two f, consonants (VCCV) = 998 
Gane painthrea\..?,; 25 (VCCCV) = 149 
(Sires ot yaefour , (VCCCCV) = 12 
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5.3.1. Some of the results were: 

(1) In comparison with the monosyllabic morphemes where more 
morphemes occur in types with a consonant or consonants before the 
vowel than in the corresponding types with the consonant(s) after 
the vowel, the bisyllabic morphemes as a whole fall neatly into two 
groups. With the simplest type (VV) as starting point, all types up 
to CVCCV and VCCVC agree with the monosyllables. All types with 
a more complicated form than the above-mentioned pair, however, 
show the exact opposite (again without exception). 

(2) Corresponding types again have more different consonant 
clusters in auslaut than in anlaut. 

(3) As was the case with the monosyllables, more morphemes 
occur in a type with a single consonant in anlaut or auslaut than in a 
type without a consonant, and fewer morphemes occur in a type with 
a cluster than in the corresponding type with a single consonant. 

(4) The bisyllabic morpheme has a strong preference for a type with 
a single consonant in inlaut, i.e. those belonging to group (b) of para- - 
graph 5.3. 

(5) Within their different groups, types CVVC, CVCVC, CVCCVC, 
CVCCCVC and CVCCCCVC have the most morphemes, with CVCVC 
individually the most numerous. Taking into account that in the 
case of the monosyllables most morphemes belonged to type CVC, 
one could provisionally say that the Afrikaans morpheme has a pre- 
ference for a single consonant in anlaut + a single consonant in aus- 
laut. 

(6) The low realization of the group -VV- (2.8%) proves that the 
Afrikaans morpheme has a dislike for a type with two vowels in juxta- 
position. 

(7) The extremely high degree of occurrence of /a/ as vowel of the 
second syllable is striking. It occurs in 1013 of the morphemes, i.e. 
in more than 1/3 of the total. 

5.4. 1,135 (= 15%) of the morphemes are trisyllabic. Of these 3 
have homophones. It is therefore clear that homophony decreases 
with the increase in the number of syllables. No type with more than 
4 consonants between the first and second or between the second and 
third vowel was found. 25 groups and 400 different types are theoreti- 


cally possible. Of these 81 types belonging to the following 15 groups 
were actually encountered: 
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VCVV 54 VVCV 25 
VCVCV 473 VCCVV 20 
VVCCV 7 VCCVCV 253 
VCVCCV 153 VCCVCCV 89 
VCCCVV 2 VCCCVCV 24 
VCVCCCV 10 VCCCVCCV 15 
VCCVCCCV 4 VCCCGVCV 2 


VCCCCVCCV 1 


5.4.1. Some of the results were: 

(1) No regularity of number of morphemes per type was found 
with regard to whether consonant(s) occur before or after the vowel. 
Also, no regularity was found concerning the occurrence of consonant 
clusters in the anlaut or auslaut of corresponding types. 

(2) Again, however, more morphemes occur in a type with a con- 
sonant in anlaut or auslaut than in the corresponding type without 
a consonant in these positions, and fewer morphemes occur in types 
with a cluster in these positions than in corresponding types with a 
single consonant. 

(3) As with the mono- and bisyllabic morphemes, the trisyllabic 
morpheme shows a very definite preference for types with a single 
consonant in anlaut + a single consonant in auslaut. Not only is the 
type CVCVCVC the most numerous, but in nearly all groups the type 
C C is the most numerous within the group. Also, the type 
with a single consonant between vowels (those belonging to group 
-VCVCV-) is the most numerous. 

(4) The case of three vowels in juxtaposition does not occur, and, 
like the bisyllabic morpheme, the trisyllabic has a dislike for two vo- 
wels in juxtaposition (only 8.6% belong to this group). 

(5) The high degree of occurrence of /a/ in the second and third 
syllable is again striking (resp. = 31.5% and 26.8%). 

5.5. Morphemes with more than three syllables are rare: 145 with 
four, 13 with five and 2 with six syllables were encountered. I shall 
not give further attention to these here. 

5.6. Summarizing, I should like, before presenting the negative and 
positive structural rules governing the Afrikaans morpheme, to draw 
attention to a few of the results which are of interest, but are not of 


the order of rules: 
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(1) Throughout the study I made a distinction between what I 
called “common” and ‘‘foreign’”’ morphemes, the latter being in com- 
mon use but probably still felt by the users of the language to be of 
foreign heritage, mostly Latin-Romance, but also Eastern and native. 
Apart from the occurrence of some unusual clusters, mostly in aus- 
laut, and the fact that /a/ is not nearly as frequent in the second, 
third, etc., syllable, no difference worth mentioning was found be- 
tween the two groups. 

(2) Unlike Uhlenbeck in the case of Javanese, I did not find that 
specific pairs of vowels or consonants are preferred in combination. 

(3) With the monosyllables I found that the simpler the form of 
the morpheme, the higher the 9% homophony. This was not borne 
out by the multisyllabic morphemes. The formulation could, however, 
be retained, but only in a more restricted sense, i.e. that with increase 
in the number of syllables the number of homophones decreases. 

(4) With regard to the possible clusters, the following interesting 
points may be mentioned: In combinations of two consonants in ~ 
anlaut the liquids, nasals and semi-vowels never occur as first conso-— 
nant, and a combination of explosive + explosive, liquid + liquid, 
half-vowel + half-vowel, nasal + nasal is impossible. In auslaut /h/ 
occurs in no combination, /j/ never as first consonant, and /y/ never 
and /j/ very rarely as second consonant. In combinations of three 
consonants in anlaut, only /s/ occurs as first consonant and only /r/ 
and to a lesser degree /1/, as third consonant. 4 

(5) The Afrikaans morphemes analysed in my thesis were sprea 
over 207 different types. Most interesting, however, is the fact that 
nearly 60% of these morphemes occur in only 8 types, viz. 


CVG. «873 CVCCVC 485 
CVCVC 820 CVCV 246 4 
COVC. © 627 CEVGVC. 245 
CVCC 487 CVCVCVC 192 


5.6.1. Negative structural rules: 

(1) No Afrikaans morpheme has more than 6 syllables. Since the 
morphemes with six syllables are so few in number (2 only), one could 
say that the Afrikaans morpheme has no more than 5 syllables. 

(2) No more than 3 consonants appears either in anlaut or auslaut. 
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Neither do more than 3 consonants appear in combination in any 
position. 

(3) No more than 5 consonants occur in anlaut + auslaut. In multi- 
syllabic morphemes, a total of more than 4 consonants in the sum of 
these positions is impossible. 

(4) Neither more than 8 consonants in the sum of all inlaut-po- 
sitions nor more than 4 consonants in any one inlaut-position is 

- possible. 

(5) No Afrikaans morpheme has a total of more than 10 consonants. 

(6) In no Afrikaans morpheme are more than 2 vowels found in 
juxtaposition. The case of 2 vowels in juxtaposition is rare. 

5.6.2. Positive structural rules: 

(1) The Afrikaans morpheme has a strong preference for mono- and 
bisyllables. Together they form 83% of the total. 

(2) There is a strong preference for a consonantal anlaut or auslaut 
(i.e. either single consonant or cluster) compared to a vocalic anlaut 

_ or auslaut. 88.4% have a consonant in anlaut and 84.1% a consonant 
~ in auslaut. 

(3) There is a preference for a type with a single consonant in an- 
laut + a single consonant in auslaut (41.6%). 

(4) There is a preference for a type with a regular alternation of 
consonant and vowel (45.9%). 

(5) The inlautconsonants show a preference for standing in a syllabic 
anlautposition. 

5.7. Although the Afrikaans morpheme is spread over a large number 
of types (207) and at the outset gives the impression of great divergence 
and even perhaps of confusion, it proves with further study to be not 
quite as chaotic or unsystematic and it appears that 
(a) the greater part (60%) belongs to only 8 types, and 
(b) there are in reality a number of negative and positive rules “‘go- 
verning”’ it. 

Although we are still very far from De Saussure’s system “ou tout 
se tient’, this study as well as that of Uhlenbeck proves, in my opinion, 
that the data of the morphology, if not systematic, is at least not en- 
tirely unsystematic. Keeping in mind how much larger the data of the 
morphology of a language is compared to that of the phonology, and 
taking into consideration how long it took phonology to reach the 

stage of systematic description as found in recent publications of 
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Jakobson 3°), one wonders whether, with the necessary time and ap- 
plication, it will not yet be found that language has a system on the 
morphonological level too. 


Woordeboek van die Afrikaanse Taal F. F. ODENDAL 
Stellenbosch 
South Africa 


30) Preliminaries to Speech Analysis, the distinctive features and their corre- 
lates, Acoustics Laboratory Massuchesetts Institute of Technology, Technical 
Report no. 13 (Cambridge, 1951); Fundamentals of Language, Janua Linguarum, 
Studia Memoriae Nicolai van Wijk dedicata, No. 1 (’s-Gravenhage, 1956). 


AU PROBLEME DE LA MIGRATION 
DES MOTS D’UN CHAMP CONCEPTUEL A L’AUTRE 


Résumé 


Les mots peuvent étre répartis en champs conceptuels, mais ceux-ci évoluent 
toujours sous Il’influence des conditions linguistiques, psychologiques et exter- 
nes. Quelques uns des champs conceptuels s’élargissent en attirant des mots 
d’autres champs, par exemple celui de la beauté a emprunté des centaines de 
mots a des dizaines de champs voisins, entre autres 4 ceux de la puissance, de 
la richesse et de la grandeur. On peut le vérifier dans diverses langues. 

Le présent article le démontre en étudiant l’aire en question du champ con- 
ceptuel de la beauté en latin, en francais et en tchéque ce qui nous permet de 
confronter d’un cété l’état de choses actuel de cette aire dans deux langues dif- 
férentes, de l’autre cété, deux étapes différentes d’une seule langue (le frangais 
étant une des langues-filles du latin). 

Les expressions désignant la beauté et qui proviennent des sphéres de la 
richesse, de la puissance et de la grandeur sont relatives surtout aux vétements, 
aux batiments et a la nature. Il y en a beaucoup dans les langues de haute cul- 
ture. En latin, nous en avons trouvé 31 (formés a partir de 6 radicaux), en fran- 
¢ais également 31 (mais dérivés de 12 radicaux) et en tchéque méme 45 (formés 
ala base de 13 radicaux). Le frangais s’accorde donc parfaitement avec le latin 
(sa langue-mére) en nombre total des expressions en question; avec le tchéque 
contemporain, en nombre de radicaux a partir desquels on forme ces expres- 
sions.* 


I 


Les mots qui expriment un certain concept sont liés par des rela- 
tions parfois multiples et complexes. Is couvrent ensemble un champ 
conceptuel 1) dont |’étendue et la structure varient sous l’influence 
des conditions extralinguistiques, psychologiques et linguistiques. La 
structure nouvelle s’effectue surtout moyennant la migration des mots 
d’un champ a l'autre. 

Certains champs, surtout ceux qui appartiennent dans la sphere 
de l’intérét d’un grand nombre de gens, ont une grande force attrac- 
tive. Beaucoup de mots y affluent des champs voisins. Le champ 
conceptuel de la beauté, jouant un réle considérable dans le discours 
affectif, était de tous temps doué d’une importante force attractive. 

* Voir le tableau synoptique a la page 78. 

1) Cf. mon article Les champs linguistiques (Philologica pragensia III, 1960, 
22-35). 
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Aussi a-t-il attiré des centaines de mots des champs conceptuels de | 
l’attrait, de la séduction, du rapt, du surnaturel (de la magie et de la 
divinité), dela clarté, de la noblesse, du pouvoir, de la richesse, de l’or- 
gueil, de la grandeur, de la fraicheur, de la gaieté, du choix, de la per- 
fection, de l’achévement, des arts, de l’ornement, de l’élégance, etc.?). 

Par voie de conséquence, on trouve en francais, comme d’ailleurs 
dans toutes les langues de haute culture, une grande quantité d’ex- 
pressions de la beauté ce qui permet de distinguer non seulement dif- 
férents degrés 3), mais encore différentes sortes de beauté. 

Il serait trés instructif de confronter les expressions d’un certain 
concept dans différentes époques d’une seule et méme langue ou bien 
dans différentes langues de la méme époque. Pour accomplir cette 
tache difficile, il faudrait élaborer une vaste monographie. Nous nous 
contenterons ici d’étudier, a titre d’exemple, une seule aire du champ 
conceptuel de la beauté: le groupe des expressions de la beauté rela- 
tives a la richesse, a la puissance ou a la grandeur. Nous les étudierons 
en latin, en francais et en tchéque parce que: j 

1° En comparant le francgais avec le latin, nous conférons deux 
étapes, temporairement bien éloignées, d’une seule et méme langue 
puisque le latin, en tant que langue-mére du frangais en représente la 
plus ancienne étape connue. 

2° En comparant le frangais avec le tchéque, on confronte deux 
langues différentes actuelles. 


II 

En latin, il y a tout un groupe de mots provenant des sphéres de la 
puissance, de la richesse ou de la grandeur qui ont pénétré dans le 
champ conceptuel de la beauté. Y appartiennent: magnificus, sump- 
tuosus, pompa, apparatus, luxus, species et quelques uns de leurs 
dérivés. 

Magnificus est un composé dans lequel on peut identifier les radi- 

*) Voir mon article Champ conceptuel de la beauté en francais moderne (Vox 
romanica 18, 1960, 297-323, 3 tableaux). 

3) Cf. mes articles Slovni vyjddient pojmu krdsy v cestiné dans Studie ze slo- 
vanské jazykovédy (Praha, SPN, 1958, p. 343-358), La beauté, le beau — la joliesse, 
le jolt (Philologica pragensia 2, 1959, 45-49), Joliment — bellement (Sbornik pra- 
ci filosofické fakulty brnénské university 1959, A7, p. 99-105), Latin bellus — 


vieux frangais bel, Studia neophilologica XXX, 1958, p. 175-191), Joli — beau 
(Frangais moderne, a paraitre). 
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caux des mots magnus et facere. Son sens primitif parait étre celui de 
“qui fait de grandes dépenses’’. Mais en latin classique, magnificus 
comporte déja souvent l’idée d’une grande beauté qui, parfois, devient 
méme dominante. Dans ce cas, il peut étre usité non seulement en 
parlant de personnes et de leur tenue, mais encore en qualifiant des 
choses ou le style: Magnificas villas et pavimenta marmorea Cic., Leg. 
2, 2. Tegeae theatrum magnificum e marmore facere Liv. 41, 20, 6. Vasa 
magnifica et preciose caelata Cic., Inv. 2, 166. Creaturam domini quam 
magnifica et pulcherrima sit Herm., Vulg. vis. 1, 1, 3 (Th.) 4), Funera 


4) Les abréviations entre parenthéses désignent le dictionnaire auquel l’exem- 
ple ou les exemples précédents sont empruntés. Voici l’explication des abrévia- 
tions: 


Ac. Dictionnaire de l Académie frangaise, Paris 1932 (S’il s’agit d’une édi- 
tion antérieure, on cite l’année). 

Bart. BartTat, A., Glossarium mediae et infimae latinitatis regni Hungariae, 
Lipsiae (Leipzig) 1901. 

Bén. BeEwnac, H., Dictionnaire des synonymes conforme au Dictionnaire de 
l Académie Francaise, Paris, Hachette 1956. 

Br. Brunot, F. — BRuNEAU, Cu., Histoire de la langue francaise des origi- 
nes a 1900, Paris, Colin 1905-1953. 

Pa, Cayrou, G., Le francais classique, Paris 1923. 

D.G. HATZFELD—DARMESTETER—[HoMAS, Dictionnaire général de la langue 


francaise du commencement du XVIIe siécle jusqu’a nos jours, Paris, 
Delagrave 1895-1900. 


uC. Du CanceE, Dictionarium mediae et infimae latinitatis, Niort, Favre 
1883-1887. 

F, FORCELLINI-FURLANETTO—CORRADINI-PERIN, Lexicon totius latini- 
tatis, Patavii, Typis seminarii 1940. 

Fur. FurRETIERE, A., Dictionnaire universel, 2e éd., augmentée par Basnage 
de Bauval, La Haye et Rotterdam, Arnaud et Reinier Leers 1701. 

Gaf. GaFFioT, F., Dictionnaire illustré latin-frangais, Paris, Hachette 1934. 

Laf. LaFave, B., Dictionnaire des synonymes de la langue frangaise, Paris, 


Hachette 1903. 
Lar. Gr. Larousse, P., Grand dictionnaive universel, Paris 1865-1890. 
Lar. XX Larousse du XXe siécle en six volumes, Paris 1928-1933. 


mitt. Litrret, E., Dictionnaire de la langue francaise, Paris, Hachette 1883. 

PS: Priruént slovntk jazyka ceského, Praha, Statni pedagogické nakladatel- 
stvi 1935-1957. 

R. Routrs, G., Sermo vulgaris latinus, Halle 1951. 

Rob. Rosert, P., Dictionnaire alphabétique et analogique de la langue fran- 


gaise, Casablanca — Paris, Presses univ., 1953- 
Roub. Rovusaup, Nouveaux synonymes francois, Paris, Moutard, 1785-6. 
Th. Thesaurus linguae latinae, Lipsiae 1900— 
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magnifica et sumptuosa Sall., Catil. 21. Genus dicendi magnificum Cic., 
Orat. 21. Magnifica oratio Plin., Hist. nat. 35, 4, 9 (F.). 

On peut identifier une acception analogue dans l’adverbe magni- 
fice (‘‘splendidement, somptueusement”’): Vasa... caelata magnifice 
Rhet., Her. 1, 20. Ornare magnifice splendideque convivium Cic., Quinct. 
93. Templum magnifice ornatum Ampel. 8, 6. Eleganter et magnifice 
construuntur. Aug., Serm. 15, 1, 1. (Th.) 9). 

Un degré plus haut de cette sorte de la beauté s’exprime par I’inten- 
sif permagnificus: Et iussit convivium preparari permagnificum cunctis 
principibus. Vulgat., Esther 2, 18 (F.). 

N’oublions pas magnificens qui apparait sporadiquement en latin 
vulgaire et l’adverbe magnificenter qui s’emploie un peu plus fréquem- 
ment: Oppidum Mytilene magnificenter est aedificatum et eleganter. 
Vitr. 1, 6, 1. Magnificenter opus perfectum Vitr. 6, 8, 9 (Th.). 

Magnificentia (ainsi que les mots précédemment cités et provenant 
de la méme racine), étant pris en bonne part, implique également 
lidée d’une beauté extraordinaire et cotteuse: Magnificentia funerum 
et sepulcrorum. Cic. Leg. 3, 26. Magnificentia publicorum operum Liv. 
1, 57 (F.). Magnificentia aedium regiarum Cic., Tusc. 5, 61. Tabernacula 
regali magnificentia ornata. Curt. 3, 13, 11. Ludorum elegantiam et 
scaenae magnificentiam Cic., Mur. 38. Magnificentia triumphorum 
Vell., 2, 89, 1. Magnificentia spectaculorum Liv. 41, 20, 10. Magnifi- 
centia mundi et astrorum Vitr. 2, 1, 2. Rerwm venustate percussus et 
splendoris magnificentia ... terebratus Rufin., Orig. in cant. prol. p. 67, 
14 B (Th.). 

Pompa s’emploie dans plusieurs acceptions: “‘cortége solennel’’, 


5) Dans certains contextes, méme speciose (surtout quand il est employé 
au comparatif ou au superlatif peut impliquer l’idée de richesse ou de luxe: 
Equus tuus speciosius ornatus evit quam uxor vestita. Liv. 34, 7. Aciem quam spe- 
ciosissime potuit, instruxit. Auct. B. Afr. 48 (F.). — Ailleurs, il exprime un autre 
genre de beauté (la beauté relative au physique d’une personne, etc.) ainsi que 
les autres mots du méme radical (species, speciosus, speciositas). 

Species — trés rarement d’ailleurs — peut aussi comporter l’idée de grandeur 
ou de puissance: tviumpho prebere speciem. Liv. 34, 52, 10. (Gaf.). 

Pour ne pas compliquer notre étude, nous ne parlerons pas des acceptions 
n’ayant pas la composante notionnelle complémentaire de richesse, celle de 
puissance ou celle de grandeur. A notre avis, il serait encore moins 4 propos de 
mentionner les acceptions qui n’appartiennent point au champ conceptuel de 
la beauté. 
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“faste’”’, “‘luxe’’, ‘‘somptuosité’’, “éclat’”’, etc. Dans toutes ces ac- 
ceptions, on peut vérifier l’idée de beauté et, a la fois, celles de richesse, 
de puissance ou de grandeur: Res vanas adfectas cuncta de Zabuli pompa 
Commodianus, Matronis ecclesiae Dei vivi II, 18 (R. 18). Il est vrai 
que, dans certains contextes, l’idée de beauté peut étre a peine percep- 
tible, dans d’autres elle peut prévaloir et effacer, ou presque, l’idée 
de richesse ou de puissance, mais ces acceptions n’entrent plus dans 
notre étude. 

Il y a plusieurs dérivés de pompa qui comportent la notion du genre 
de la beauté dont nous nous occupons ici: pomposus, pompose, pompo- 
sitas; pompalis, pompaliter, pompalitas avec leurs variantes pompabilis 
pompabiliter, pompabilitas; pompaticus, pompatice; pompatus et pom- 
pifer. Voici quelques exemples: In Hungariam pompossisime introivit. 
S. de Kz Chr. A. 1, 16 (Bart.). Ducta per triumphum ea sfecie, ut nihil 
pompabilius populo Romano videretur. Trebell. in XXX, Tyrann. 30 
de Zenobia. Et erat canitie decora et pompali vultu. Capitolin. Gordian 
6. Gladiatores pompaliter ornati Trebell., Galien 8. Altitudinis causa 
et pompalitatis Priscian., De vers. comicis p. 1320 Pritsch. Si quas vel 
divitiarum suarum, vel natalium, vel retro dignitatum ratio compellit 
ata pompaticas progredt. Tertull., Cult. fem. 9. Ingredientes pompatice 
domum Israel. Vulgat., Interpr. Amos 6, 1. Sed circensium paullo pom- 
patior suggestus. Tertull., Spectac. 7 (F.). 

Le substantif apparatus (désignant originairement les préparatifs) 
devenait de plus en plus polysémique. Déja en latin classique, nous 
trouvons quelques acceptions qui impliquent la notion de beauté. Par 
une spécialisation, apparatus est arrivé a désigner un arrangement 
magnifique et, par une sorte de concrétisation, la décoration; le sens 
“pompe, luxe, somptuosité” s’explique par un glissement; l’acception 
“Deauté du discours’’, par une métaphore. Voici quelques exemples 
des acceptions qui font l’objet de notre étude: Delectant etiam magnifict 
apparatus vitaeque cultus cum elegantia et copia. Cic., Off. 1, 25. Ap- 
paratu regio accepti Cic., Rep. 6, 10. Omnem apparatum regiae magni- 
ficentiae Curt. 8, 13, 20. Triumphavitque maximo apparatu Suet., Claud. 
a7 (Th:). 

L’adjectif apparatus (par son origine, participe passé du verbe ap- 
parare) a non seulement le sens ‘‘paré’’, mais encore, par ennoblisse- 
ment, “‘magnifiquement paré” d’ot par l’élargissement du sens, “‘mag- 
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nifique’’, ‘‘splendide’’, ‘‘somptueux’’: Qui ludos apparatissimos magni- 
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ficentissimosque fecisti. Cic., Sest. 116. In illo apparatissimo spectaculo. 
Piso 65, Phil. 1, 36 (Th.). Domus ea omnibus est rebus instructior et ap- 
paratior. Cic., Inv. 1, 58. Claudio apparatissimo funere elatum Suet., 
Nero 9 (Th.). 

Les acceptions de l’adverbe apparate sont analogues: Ludi romani 
scaenici eo anno magnifice apparateque facti ab aedilibus. Liv. 31, 4, 
Sa(Ths: 

Luxus “‘exces’”’ s’emploie aussi, assez rarement d’ailleurs, en bonne 
part au sens de ‘“‘magnificence”’ ou “‘somptuosité”’: At domus interior 


vegali splendida luxu instruitur. Verg.. Aen. 1, 641. ... epulaeque ante 
ora paratae regifico luxu. Verg., Aen. 6, 604. ... erudito luxu Tac., Ann. 
16, 18:(F.). 


C’est enfin quelques dérivés de swmptus ‘‘dépense, frais’ qui, dans 
certains contextes, pénétrent dans le champ conceptuel de la beauté 
ow ils s’associent au groupe des mots précédemment cités. Sumptuosus 
“coftteux’”’ peut étre concu comme “‘somptueux’’, Ludos apparat mag- 
nificentissimos, sic, inquam ut nemo sumptuosiores. Cic., Q. fr. 3, 8 (F.).° 
On peut constater la méme chose a propos de sumptuose: Essedum 
argenteum sumptuose fabricatum. Sueton., Claud. 16 (F.). D’aprés Du 
Cange, sumptuositas a le sens de “‘luxus, sumptuosa magnificentia”’: 
Ut primum intellegere caepit et retractare, quantum de bonusculis avitis 
paternisque sumptuositas domesticae charybdis obligurisset ... Sidon. 
lib. 9, Epist. 6 (Du C.). Ce changement de sens, qui ne s’est accompli 
définitivement qu’en francais s’explique facilement par le fait que de 
belles choses sont généralement cotiteuses, qu’on ne les gagne qu’a 
grands frais. 

Tous les mots étudiés appartiennent originairement a différents 
champs conceptuels et ce n’est que par suite de divers changements 
de sens qu’ils ont pénétré dans celui de la beauté. A notre avis, c’est 
le désir de distinguer les diverses sortes de la beauté (naturelle — ar- 
tificielle, celle qui résulte du bon goat — celle que seule la richesse 
rend possible, etc.) qui a donné l’impulsion décisive aux changements 
sémantiques mentionnés ci-dessus. 


Ill. 

Apres avoir briévement constaté l’état de choses en latin (langue- 
mére), étudions la méme aire du champ conceptuel de la beauté en 
frangais (langue-fille). 
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La plupart des mots exprimant, de nos jours, le méme genre de la 
beauté datent de l’époque ou l’accroissement du pouvoir royal a per- 
mis au souverain de s’emparer de grandes richesses et de s’en servir 
a embellir son palais, ses chateaux, ses appartements, ses vétements, 
ainsi que ceux de sa famille et de ses courtisans, etc. Les grands sei- 
gneurs et les nobles imitaient plus ou moins leur souverain et sa cour. 
On avait donc besoin de nouvelles expressions pour désigner cette 
sorte nouvelle de beauté ne concernant pas le physique des personnes, 
mais leurs batiments, vétements, tenue, gestes, maniére de vivre. 

Appareil et splendeur entrent dans le domaine de la beauté deés le 
XIle siecle, apparat et magnificence dés le XIIle, pompe des le XIVe 
éclat et somptuosité dés le XVe, faste dés le XVIe et luxe dés le XVIIe 
siécles. 

Faste fut emprunté au XVIe siécle du latin (ot. fastus avait le sens 
d’ “orgueil’’) avec des acceptions nettement péjoratives de ‘‘vaine 
ostentation”’ et ‘‘affectation de paroistre avec éclat”’ (Ac. 1694 et 1718). 

Au XVIIlIe siécle encore, Roubad (Nouveaux synonymes francois, 
Paris, Moutard 1785-86, III, 100) écrit: ‘Luxe ne doit étre pris qu’en 
mauvaise part, comme il le fut toujours. Faste suit naturellement la 
méme régle; on veut y mettre des restrictions qui n’ont pourtant pas 
lieu au figuré, quand on dit, par exemple, faste de science, de vertu, 
de douleur, etc.’’. 

Mais déja un siecle auparavant, chez certains auteurs et dans cer- 
tains contextes, l’idée d’éclat, de magnificence et de somptuosité de- 
vient dominante dans le contenu sémantique du faste. Voila comment 
ce mot pénétre dans le champ conceptuel de la beauté. Ce n’est, évi- 
demment que partiellement, car l’acception primitive de “‘vaine os- 
tentation”’ reste conservée bien que la nuance péjorative soit parfois 
affaiblie. 

Faste s’emploie au sens de ‘‘déploiement de pompe et de magnifi- 
cence, étalage de luxe’’: Le faste royal, le faste ortental, le faste d’une 
cérémonie. Faire les choses avec faste (Ac.). Les monarques persans éta- 
laient un grand faste (Lar.). 

Ce qui vient d’étre cité, prouve que le contenu sémantique de faste 
est a la fois trés complexe et assez vague. II différe selon le contexte 
et méme selon le naturel et la mentalité du sujet parlant. Il peut com- 
porter l’idée de grandes dépenses d’apparat et d’éclat (que certains 
reprouvent toujours, d’autres approuvent dans certains circonstances), 
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celle du plaisir de s’élever et de montrer la grandeur et la majesté, celle 
de l’ostentation surtout dans ce qui est extérieur: ““On a toujours 
cherché dans ces jours de sollenité a étaler quelques appareils dans ses 
vétements ... Cet appareil étalé dans d’autres jours s’est appelé faste. 
Il n’exprime que la magnificence dans ceux qui, par leur état, doivent 
représenter; il exprime la vanité dans les autres’. Volt., Dict. phil., 
Faste (Rob.). 

Mais il peut désigner aussi tout simplement l’apparat et la splendeur: 
N’estimer les hommes que par un certain extérieur qui brille, que par le 
faste et la splendeur ... Bourd., Aumone 1. Un grand faste soulignatt 
la majesté princiére: tréne d’or, sceptre d’or, robe médique aux manches 
évasées, haute tiare ruisselante de pierres précieuses. Daniel-Rops, Peu- 
ple de la Bible 301 (Rob.). . 

Fastueux, conformément a l’acception de faste, signifie originaire- 
ment “‘pompeux” ou “‘vain’”’: I/ vous comble partout d’éloges fastueux. 
Boil., Art. p. I (Rob.). Il méne une vie fastueuse. 

Puis il s’emploie aussi au sens de “‘qui aime le faste’’: Mazarin sa- 
vait se montrer fastueux. L. Bertrand, Louis XIV, 111 (Rob.). 

Enfin il désigne ce qui est fait avec faste, donc ce qui est beau, écla- 
tant, somptueux: Des toilettes fastueuses. Un fastueux décor des Mille 
et une nuits. 

Luxe fut emprunté en 1611 du latin (cf. Juxus a la p. 62) avec le 
sens de ‘“‘somptuosité’”’ (dans le vétement, la table, l’ameublement, etc. 
etc.): Le luxe d’une chambre a coucher, d’une maison. Le luxe général est 
la marque infallible d’un empire puissant et respectable. Volt., Polit., 
Commerce et luxe. Béni soit cet édit par qui des vétements le luxe est 
interdit. Mol., Ec. des maris II, 9 (Litt.). Id était ce jour-la revétu d’un 
costume de soie vert-pomme, brodé d’argent d'une élégance et d'un luxe 
extremes. Gautier, Voyage en Espagne 211 (Ron.). . 

Or cette richesse et cet éclat dans les choses de la vie étant parfois 
exagérés, luxe devint bientdt péjoratif: ... rabatire non seulement de 
leur luxe immodéré, mais de l’éclat honnéte et raisonnable. Bourd., 
Aumone 2 (D.G.) Le luxe ruine les riches et redouble la ruine des pau- 
ures. Did. (Lar. XX). Luxe désigne donc le goat pour les choses belles, 
confortables et surtout cofiteuses ainsi que la superfluité de ces choses. 

Etant employé dans des contextes semblables 4 ceux de faste, il 
en devint le synonyme. Mais sa dégradation continua encore. Roubaud 
(l.c. III, 100) écrit: ““L’Académie et tous les vocabulistes francois 
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affectent au mot luxe l’idée propre d’excés et de déréglement ... Aussi 
les apologistes du luxe, lorsqu’ils ont voulu se donner les airs du para- 
doxe, ont-ils dénaturé ce terme en le réduisant a l’expression des su- 
perfluités, des commodités, des jouissances agréables’’. 

Citons encore Brunot (Histoire de la langue frangaise VI, I, I, 179): 
“Les économistes ont établi une sorte de morale de consommation. La 
consommation légitime est déclarée ‘‘fructifiante”’, sinon productive; 
c’est une faute grave de l’égarer, soit dans le faste, soit dans le luxe 
qu'on essaie pourtant de distinguer. Faste signifie seulement la gran- 
deur et l’éclat de la dépense, /uxe implique l’abus: distinction délicate, 
car ce qui ne serait que faste dans un pays parvenu a son plus haut 
degré de prospérité, serait luxe dans un pays ou il y a encore de grands 
travaux et de grandes dépenses a faire’. 

Mais malgré les efforts des théoriciens, /uxe continuait a étre usité 
méme dans son sens originaire, assez voisin de celui de beauté: Au 
Casino de Paris, il admirait le luxe de la décoration; en effet, on avatt 
fait tout pour rendre la scéne brillante. Sa poésie a été imprimée avec un 
grand luxe typographique. C’est ultra-luxe (dit une Francaise en admi- 
rant les toilettes a l’exposition mondiale a Bruxelles en 1958). 

Luxe s’emploie de nos jours méme en parlant de personnes: I/ a 
Vair d’un homme de luxe, d'un de ces beaux jeunes gens qui skiaient demi- 
nus a Saint-Moritz. Sartre, Mort dans l’Ame 224. Ils étaient des plus 
beaux qui se pussent voir, créatures de luxe. Gide, Ainsisoit-il 146 (Rob.)®). 

A partir de luxe, on a dérivé l’adjectif luxueux “plein de luxe’, 
“qui déploie de luxe” et l’adverbe luxueusement de sens analogue: 
un équipage luxueux, un ameublement luxueux, une toilette luxueuse, 
une parure luxueuse, maison luxueuse, un quarter luxueux; un apparte- 
ment luxueusement meublé, se loger luxueusement *). 


6) Le mot étudié a été emprunté par maintes langues soit directement du 
latin, soit du frangais. Il est resté l’expression d’une beauté que seule la richesse 
permet de se procurer, mais qui contient généralement quelque chose d’exagéré. 
En tchéque, il existe sous plusieurs formes dont la plus usitée, /uxus est un em- 
prunt direct du latin: (Zeyer) miloval zabezpeceny komfort a rafinovany luxus. 
Cas. La forme lux est d’origine francaise: Cesky skladatel a podobny lux! Zeyer. 
Citons encore les dérivés Juxusnost et luxuriosita (ce dernier est inusité): Luxus- 
nost ministerskych budov Piit. V Cechach snad nikdy nebylo vétstho blahobytu a 
luxuriosity jako v 16. stolett. Ath. (P.S.). 

7) Les équivalents tchéques /uxusnt et luxusné ont été dérivé de maniére pa- 
reille & partir de luxus: luxusnt byt, luxusnt vydant basnické sbirky, luxusnt boty; 
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Pompe, provenant du grec pompé “‘procession publique’, fut em- 
prunté au XIVe siécle du latin ot pompa désignait un cortége triom- 
phal ou solennel, mais quelquefois méme la somptuosité, ]’éclat ou le 
faste (cf. p. 60). 

En francais aussi, il désigne un cortége solennel (la pompe d’un 
triomphe, la pompe d’une entrée solennelle), mais surtout funébre: 
Quelle autre ordonnera cette pompe sacrée. Rac., Iph. II, 1 (D.G.). L’or- 
gueil des grands parait jusqu’aprés leur mort en la pompe de leurs funé- 
ratlles et surtout enla magnificence de leurs tombeaux, Bouhours (Laf. 475). 

L’idée de solennité impliquée dans pompe devient parfois dominante: 
Pompe surannée J. Romains (Bén.). Mais a l’idée de solennité, ce sont 
celles de magnificence, de somptuosité et d’éclat qui sont unies insé- 
parablement. Pompe désigne, par conséquent, un appareil magnifique, 
solennel et somptueux: La pompe royale, La pompe d'une cour. La pom- 
pe de ces lieux, Je le vois bien, Arsace, est nouvelle a tes yeux. Rac., 
Bérén. I, 1. La tu verras d’Esther la pompe et les honneurs. Rac., Esth. 
I, 2. La pompe et la grandeur des anciens rois de l’ Asie n’approchatent ~ 
pas de Véclat de ce voyage. Volt., Louis XIV, 10 (Litt.). 

Pompe s’emploie aussi dans le domaine spirituel: Dans tout le reste 
(du discours de Mithridate dans Racine), la magnificence du_ style, 
la pompe des images est égale a l’élévation des pensées La Harpe (Laf. 
745). 

Dans le domaine littéraire, pompe s’emploie souvent avec une 
nuance péjorative: Les apédtres n’ont point cherché la vaine pompe et les 
graces frivoles des orateurs paiens. Fén. (Laf. 745). De nos jours, il dé- 
signe, dans de semblables contextes, presque exclusivement une re- 
cherche inutile de grands mots et l’abus de procédés solennels. On peut 
s’en servir dans un sens analogue en parlant des oeuvres d’art: Dans 
les paysages de l’ancienne école, il y a plus de pompe que de vérité (Lar. 
XX) 8), 
luxusné zavizeny pokoj. 1 y a encore une variante luxusovy: Basné na japonském 
papire, vydént luxusové R. Svob. (P.S.). 

Le tchéque dispose encore de quelques synonymes de propre provenance (dé- 
rivés 4 partir du substantif prepych) qui dans certains contextes, ont pénétré du 
champ conceptuel de l’orgueil dans celui de la beauté: prepychovy kozich, pre- 
pychova roba, prepychové auto, prepychové koberce. — Od brany letél na prepysnych 
hontch 712 privod. Zeyer. Genrové obrazky ani nezasluhujt toho prepysného ramu. 


Vrehlicky. Vstoupil do sué homnaty ztizené prepysné. Hermann (P.S.). 
8) En tchéque, ot il est emprunté au latin, pompa désigne la magnificence ou 
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Pompeux, de méme que pompe dont il est dérivé, n’avait originaire- 
ment aucune nuance péjorative. I] se disait de ce qui était magnifique, 
grandiose, majestueux: Je vois l’ordre pompeux de ces cérémonies. Rac., 
Ath. II, 7. Les ennemis de Dieu, pompeux et florissants Corn., Poly. IV, 
2 (D.G.). Une suite pompeuse. Une cour pompeuse. Un équipage pom- 
peux (Ac.). 

En parlant des ceuvres de l’esprit, pompeux qualifie aussi, originaire- 
ment, un style noble, éclatant et solennel, ayant de la grandeur et de 
la majesté: La tragédie qui est naturellement pompeuse et magnifique . . 
Boil., Longin, Sublime, chap. 2. Ce sont, sans contredire, les vers les plus 
pompeux. Corn., Pomp., Exam. (Litt.). Mais dés le XVIIe siécle, on 
peut remarquer les premieres traces de la dégradation de ce mot dans 
le domaine spirituel: Tous les pompeux amas d’expressions frivoles. 
Boil. (Lar. XX). De nos jours, pompeux ne se prend plus guére qu’en 
mauvaise part dans de semblables contextes. Il implique l’excés f4- 
cheux des qualités cités ci-dessus et marque un style recherché af- 
fectant de la grandeur en employant des termes emphatiques et 
exagérés. 

L’adverbe pompeusement signifie ‘‘avec pompe”’ ou “‘d’une manieére 
magnifique, solennelle”’: La reine de Suéde a été pompeusement recue 
a Rome par le pape et les cardinaux. Gui Patin. Lett. II, 149. Ma mére 
Jézabel devant moi s'est montrée, Comme au jour de sa mort, pompeuse- 
ment parée. Rac., Ath. II, 3 (Litt.) 9). 

Magnificence est un terme d’éloge, annongant toujours un grand air, 
mais, pour le reste, il est d’un contenu sémantique assez large et vague. 
Dans le domaine moral, il désigne la générosité et la libéralité pleine 
de grandeur: Elle eut une magnificence royale et lon eut dit qu'elle per- 
dait ce qu'elle ne donnait pas. Boss., Reine d’Angl. (D.G.). 

Dans le domaine esthétique, il marque la beauté, en imliquant, en 
méme temps, l’idée de respect: 

a/ de quelque chose de grand: I/ fut étonné par la magnificence des 


une somptuosité solennelle et grave: Pohiben byl s velikou pompou. Mach. 
Nechci slévu, nadheru, ni fantastickou pompu. Vrchlicky (P.S.). 

9) Les équivalents tchéques, l’adjectif pompésnt et ladverbe pompésné, ont 
des acceptions analogues: Skuéld a pompésni korunovacnt slavnost. Smet. (Ne- 
vésta) si prdla pompésnt svatbu. Svoboda. Byl to slavnostnt privod, grandiosnt, 
pompésnt. Neruda. — V Nérodnim divadle hrdli ‘‘Salomé”’ a vypravili ji skvéle — 


primo pompésné. Stech (P.S.). 
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temples. La magnificence d’un palais (Litt.). La magnificence des eeuvres 
du Créateur est admirable. La nature étale ici toute sa magnificence. 
Toute cette maison est d’une magnificence (Ac.). — Mais il arrive qu ‘on le 
trouve avec une acception affaiblie par suite d’un emploi hyperboli- 
que: La magnificence de la parure, des atours. Il y avait des publications 
illustrées avec magnificence (Rob.); ’ 

b/ d’un personnage important; dans ce cas, il ne s’agit pas tant de 
son physique que de sa noblesse imposante, de ses maniéres et de sa tenue 
ou bien de la somptuosité de ses vétements: La magnificence divine. 
Tout l’univers est plein de sa magnificence. Rac., Ath. 1, 4. Elle eut une 
magnificence royale, Boss., Reine d’Angl. (D.G.); 

c/ des ouvrages de l’esprit: La magnificence du style, des idées, des 
expressions, des images (Ac.). ... l’original dont la beauté consiste prin- 
cipalement dans le nombre, l’arrangement et la magnificence des paroles. 
Boil., Longin, Subl. réfl. VIII (Litt.) ... pour donner de la magnifi- 
cence au discours ... Boil., Traité du sublime XII (Rob.). 

Par concrétisation, magnificences (pluriel) devint l’expression pour ~ 
désigner les objets magnifiques, somptueux: I] nous a montré toutes 
ses magnificences (Ac.). Rien n'est égal aux magnificences que la maré- 
chale de Rochefort porte a cette princesse. Sév., 24 janv. 1680. Et comme 
ce logis plein de magnificences abondait partout en tableaux ... La Font., 
Fabl. VIII, 16 (Rob.). 

D’accord avec magnificence, méme l’adjectif magnifique avait ori- 
ginairement et encore au XVIIe siécle le sens de “‘somptueux dans ses 
dons, dans ses libéralités ou ses dépenses’’: Prince magnifique en fes- 
tins, en habits (Ac. 1694). Les dieux sont magnifiques a récompenser les 
bons rois. Fén., Tél. XIX (Litt.). 

Mais une autre acception évolue, celle de ‘qui a une somptuosité, 
pleine de grandeur’: Des palais (chateaux, églises, édifices) magnifiques. 
Sott qu'il embellit cette magnifique et délicieuse maison ... ou qu’il con- 
duisit ses amis dans ses superbes allées ... Boss., Condé, éd. Réb. 518- 
519 (Br. IV, I, 563). ... la plus belle, la plus magnifique et la plus triom- 
phante pompe funebre ... Sév. 1015, 10 mars 1687 (Rob.). 

De cette acception-ci on en vient a celle de ‘“‘beau’”’ qui devient 
enfin la principale. Bien entendu, magnifique, étant synonyme appro- 
ximatif de beau, implique généralement l’idée de grandeur ou de riches- 
se ou bien de grandeur et de richesse a la fois. Donc il se dit surtout 
en parlant de quelque chose de grand ou en voulant désigner une 
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beauté extraordinaire: Un spectacle magnifique. Un ameublement ma- 
gnifique. Le mausolé du prince de Prusse devrait étre plus magnifique. 
Prince de Ligne, Belceil 117. Le chdteau de Hohenstein est ou sera la 
chose la plus magnifique. Ibid. 123. (Br. VI, II, II 1430 et 1431). — Par 
suite de l’emploi hyperbolique, magnifique perd parfois, de nos jours, 
la notion de somptuosité. Il désigne simplement ce qui est trés beau 
en son genre: Elle a un teint (une peau, des dents) magnifique(s). Il m’a 
donné un présent (un vase, une vaisselle) magnifique. Quelle magnifique 
femme (fleur)! 

Magnifique s’emploie aussi au figuré: Des promesses magnifiques. 
Oh! l'avenir est magnifique, jeunes Francais, jeunes amis. Hugo, Chants 
de crép. I. 

On s’en sert assez souvent en parlant du langage et de la littérature: 
Un style (livre) magnifique. Une page (lecture) magnifique. Les panégyri- 
gues demandent un style élevé et magnifique (Fur.). — Par extension on 
dit méme: C’est un orateur magnifique. 

L’adverbe magnifiquement sert 4 exprimer une belle maniére, peu 
importe s'il s’agit d’une beauté physique concernant surtout les habits 
(1°) ou d’une beauté spirituelle (2°): 

1° C’est dans les palais des rois que se trouvent ceux qui sont vétus 
magnifiquement. Saci, Bibl., Luc. VII, 25 (Litt.). Il y a des apparte- 
ments magnifiquement garnis. Livre ... contenant les adresses de la 
ville de Paris pour l’année 1692. (Livres) magnifiquement reliés Balz., 
Les paysans, (Euv. VIII, 27. Magnifiquement ... la procession de la 
féte Dieu se déroule dans les rues de la ville. Lecomte, Ma traversée 29 
(Rob.). 

2° Vous parlez magnifiquement. La Font., Fables I, 1. Cette vérité 
importante nous est magnifiquement exprimée dans le livre de Josué. 
Boss., Sermons, Fond. veng. div. I (Litt.). On nous a accueillis magni- 
fiquement. Traiter magnifiquement un hote de marque (Lar. XX) 1°). 

Majesté existe aussi dans une acception assez proche de magnificence. 

10) Les équivalents tchéques nddheva, nddhernost, nddherny et nddherné se 
disent surtout en parlant de vétements, d’ameublement et de batiments, mais 
aussi de la nature, etc.: Méli jsme nesmirnou nddheru kolem sebe, samy kristal, 
zlato a aksamit. Neruda Celéd nddheva hasnoucich cervanku. Dyk. Hruznd nad- 
heva kmitavych bleskii Baar. — Nddhernost létek Jirasek. — Zenskad postava v 


nadherné pestve thané tunice Zeyer. V nddherném paldci se narodil. Smilovsky. — 
Néddherné oblecend ... méstem si vyjela. Jirasek. Nddherné vyklenuté bilé ramé 


Cech (P.S.). 
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En désignant un air de grandeur, un caractére qui inspire en méme 
temps du respect et de l’admiration ou une apparence auguste, ma- 
jesté implique, dans une certaine mesure au moins, l’idée de beauté 
soit morale, soit physique: ... le cardinal ... s’avanga vers lui avec 
cette majesté douce et riante qui l’accompagnait presque toujours. Pellis- 
son, Hist. Acad. III. Une majesté douce répand sur son visage De quot 
assujetir le plus noble courage. Corn., Pomp. III, 3 (Litt.). J) y a des 
étres dont la face prend une beauté et une majesté inaccoutumées pour peu 
quils n’atent plus de regret. Proust., Rech. t. p. XI, 86. On ne saurait 
imaginer l’élégance et la majesté de ces Effendis. Gautier, Voyage en 
Russie II. Leur grandeur (des cathédrales gothiques) est imposante, 
leur majesté frappe ... Maupass., Vie errante, La Sicile. La majesté 
d’une forét, d’un paysage, d’une ville (Rob.). La majesté des cieux (Lar. 
XX) N’ admirez-vous pas la majesté de cet édifice? (Ac.). 

En terme de littérature, il désigne une beauté pompeuse et grandiose: 
La majesté du style. La majesté (des vers) consiste dans le nombre, le 
coloris, l’éclat et la pompe du style. Marmontel, Elém. litt., GEuv. X, 
467 (Litt.) 14). 

Majestueux s’emploie dans ces acceptions plus ou moins analogues 
a celle de Majesté dont il est dérivé. I] s’applique a ce qui témoigne 
extérieurement une noble grandeur. I] se dit en parlant: 

1° de la tenue et des maniéres pleines d’une gravité imposante: 
Une contenance majestueuse. D’un pas majestueux Rac., Ath. IV, 
1 (Litt.). Le port majestueux d’une reine Muss., Caprices de Marianne I, 
12 (Rob.). — Par extension, on dit aussi wne taille majestueuse. Dans 
cette expression, majestueux implique l’idée de grandeur plus marquée 
qu’ailleurs. Elle est assez forte quand on qualifie une personne comme 
étant majestueuse (cf. 2° ci-dessous). 

2° des personnes dont la tenue est imposante par la noblesse et par 
de belles maniéres: Un souverain (vieillard) majestueux. La princesse 
la plus majestueuse que la France ait vue Mass., Madame (Litt.). — 
Par extension, on peut s’en servir aussi en parlant de la beauté morale 
Accourez, peuples, venez contempler, dans la premiére place du monde, 


11) Toutefois l’idée de beauté est beaucoup plus rarement dominante dans 
majesté que dans magnificence étant donné que le sens de ce dernier mot est 
devenu plus vague tandis que dans majes/é le sens primitif est moins affaibli. 
Par conséquent, la notion de respect y prévaut généralement sur celle de satis- 
faction esthétique. 
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la rare et magnifique beauté d’une vertu toujours constante. Boss., Marie 
her, (Litt.). 

3° de cérémonies: des cérémonies majestueuses Boss., Hist. II, 3 
(Litt.). 

4° de batiments: Un temple (édifice) majestueux. Une architecture 
majestueuse. Un dome majestueux Rac., Bér. I. 5 (Litt.). 

5° de la nature: Un payssage majestueux (Rob.). Le spectacle des 
arbres majestueux. Comme un fleuve majestueux et bienfaisant ... Boss., 
Condé (D.G.). 

6° du style et de la musique: Un style majestueux (D.G.). Un vers 
majestueux. ... réglant la cadence de ses pas sur un air majestueux 
exécuté par l’orchestre. Gobineau, Pléiades II, I (Rob.). 

Malgré l’analogie des acceptions qu’on a pu vérifier en comparant 
nos citations, on peut constater que l’adjectif majestweux, ainsi que 
Vadverbe majestueusement, beaucoup plus rarement employé (le roi 
s’avanca majestueusement), n’ont pas réussi a se rapprocher autant 
que majesté du centre du champ. L’idée de beauté devient parfois 
dominante dans le contenu sémantique de majesté tandis que dans 
ceux de majestueux et de majestueusement, elle ne figure qu’en tant 
qu’un des éléments complémentaires. La notion de beauté se fait sen- 
tir surtout par rapport aux choses 12). 

Somptuosité, emprunté en 1488 au bas latin, indique tout d’abord 
une libéralité qui ne regarde pas a la dépense: I/ mettait dans sa ma- 
niére de représenter le gouvernement aux yeux de ses administrés une 
sorte de somptuosité vaniteuse. Ch. de Bernard, Un acte de vertu, 
§ 3 (Litt.). On célébra cette féte avec une grande somptuosité (AC.) 

Dans les phrases telles que la derniére, somptuosité a pu prendre, 
tout en exprimant le grand prix des choses, les sens de ‘‘splendeur’’, 
“éclat’’, ‘‘magnificence’”’: Manque-t-il rien a la splendeur et a V’éclat, a 
la somptuosité et a la magnificence? Bourd. (Laf. 743). 

Donc l’idée de beauté s’impose de plus en plus dans le contenu sé- 


12) Pour rendre les mémes notions, le tchéque a le choix entre les mots de 
propre provenance (vznesenost, vzneseny, vzneSené) et les emprunts au latin (maje- 
stat, majestatnost, majestdtnt, majestdtné): Vznesenost alpskych velikanu. Vznese- 
ny hrad, budovami svymi i polohou znamenity, poutal je; neobycejné. Jirasek. — 
Nddherny a vadostny obvaz (krajiny) zaujal mne cele svuym majestatem. Simaéek. 
Hradtany se pnuly z mlhy v némé majestdtnosti. Svétla. Videl klidnou majestdatnt 
silhuetu Hradéan. Kaminsky. Triinil majestatné na vyst. Zeyer (P.S.). 
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mantique de somptuosité. On la sent trés bien dans le pluriel concré- 
tisé somptuosités qui désigne de belles choses cotiteuses (objets, fétes, 
etc.): Les somptuosités de Versailles ruinérent la France (Nouveau La- 
rousse illustré VII). 

L’adjectif somptueux, attesté des le XIVe siécle, qualifie: 

1° celui qui fait de grandes dépenses de luxe: Ce prince fut trés 
somptueux en habits et en équipages (Litt.). 

2° ce qui est cotteux: Voyant ces somptueux repas ... La Font., 
Fabl. VII, 14 (D.G.). 

3° ce qui est magnifique, splendide, beau: Un édifice somptueux 
(Ac.). On trouve a Génes de somptueux palais. Genlis, Ad. et Théod. 
II, 446 (Litt.). 

L’ordre dans lequel nous avons rangé les acceptions de somptueux 
nous montre la voie par laquelle cet adjectif est arrivé dans le champ 
conceptuel de la beauté. 

L’adverbe somptueusement a des acceptions analogues: somptueuse- 
ment vétu (meuble). 

Somptueux s’emploie aussi substantivement. Dans ce cas, il est 
synonyme de somptuosité: le somptueux des ornements (Litt.) 18). 

Apparat eut originairement le sens de “‘préparatifs’’. I] l’a perdu 
complétement aprés avoir pris un sens nouveau acquis par métonymie. 
Il désigne le résultat de certains préparatifs: ]’éclat solennel ou méme 
pompeux, sinon ostentatoire, qu’on donne a certains actes ou certains 
discours: diner d’apparat, discours (harangue) d’apparat. Littré dit: 
‘Festin d’apparat, c’est un festin ot l’on déploie sa magnificence.” 

Par extension, le mot apparat se dit de ce qui éveille l’admiration, 
étant beau ou méme magnifique: Agathe obéissait au luxe des toilettes 
d'alors; mais elle quittait au retour avec joie cette richesse a’ apparat. 
Balz. (Bén.). Généralement, apparat comporte, en outre, l’idée de 
solennité: Veniry en grand apparat. Il soutenait une thése en Sorbonne 
en grand apparat. St. Sim. (Litt.). 

Son ancien synonyme appareil acquit le sens de “‘déploiement de 
préparatifs en vue d’une chose solennelle (féte, cérémonie)”’: Appareil 


18) Les équivalents tchéques sont honosny et okdzaly: Kldsternt chrém byl 
proménén v honosnou hotelovou jidelnu. Novakova. Stanuly pred mramorovym 
schodistém okdzalého domu. Majerova. Zahvada méla okdzalost ldzeshkného parku. 
Polaéek (P.S.). 
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dune féte. Il se dit en particulier de la pompe, d’un cérémonial, d’un 
cortége, de la magnificence d’une escorte, de tout ce qui environne 
un homme pour manifester, avec l’éclat, son rang, sa gloire, etc.: 
Il a fait son entrée dans un magnifique appareil (Ac. 1694). L’ entrée 
du rot apres son mariage s est faite avec beaucoup d’appareil et de mag- 
nificence (Ca. 35). 

Appareil arrive ainsi 4 désigner la pompe, la magnificence: Elle 
était née dans une cour ov la majesté se plait a paraitre avec tout son ap- 
pareil. Boss., Marie Thér. Je montrai le premier au peuple de Mexique 
Vappareil inoui ... de nos chateaux ailés qui volaient sur les eaux. 
Volt., Alz. I, 1, Quand la bienséance exigeait de lui ... de l'appareil, 
il était magnifique. Fonten., Newton (Litt.). 

De nos jours, on distingue appareil-d’ apparat. Appareil, ayant perdu 
son sens secondaire de ‘“‘magnificence’’, désigne soit un assemblage 
de choses utiles pour un but déterminé, soit les préparatifs de ce qui 
a de la pompe et de |’éclat (sens primitif modifié) tandis que apparat 
exprime la pompe et l’éclat mémes qui accompagnent certaines ac- 
tions. L’appareil d’un festin, c’est la disposition de ce festin; un festin 
d’apparat, c’est un festin ou s’étale une pompe voulue. Donc apparat 
reste dans le champ conceptuel de la beauté, apparel le quitte. 

Eclat ne désignait originairement que l’action de briller ou la lueur 
brillante (éclat du soleil), mais comme on parlait aussi de l’éclat du 
diamant, des yeux, du teint, etc., le contenu sémantique de ce mot 
s’est enrichi d’un composant notionnel de beauteé. 

Eclat s’emploie souvent en parlant de la beauté des femmes, mais 
parfois aussi en parlant de choses. Dans ce cas, l’idée de beauté est 
souvent accompagnée de celle de: 

1° richesse: La richesse des costumes et l’éclat des décors étouffent le 
drame. France, Petit Pierre X, 66. Elle était née riche dans l’éclat criard 
d’une fortune trop neuve. France, Lys rouge I, 19 (Rob.); 

2° puissance: L’éclat du régne de Lowis XIV. L’éclat du triomphe 
Les rois ... mont pas recu en vain l’éclat qui les environne. Boss., 
Marie-Thér. (Litt.) ; 

3° grandeur(surtout dans le domaine spirituel): Le style de cet écrt- 
vain a de l’éclat (Ac.). ; 
_ L’adjectif éclatant est plus ou moins synonyme de (trés) beau: dé- 
coration (parure) éclatante. Parfois, surtout s'il s’agit de vétements, 
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éclatant comporte une nuance de luxe: Une toilette éclatante. Un jeune: 
enfant couvert d’une robe éclatante. Rac., Ath. II, 5 (Rob.) 14). 

Splendeur, n’appartenant originairement lui-aussi qu’a la sphére de: 
la clarté, se dit encore d’une beauté magnifique, d’un éclat grandiose: 
et durable: Id ne se lassait pas de contempler toutes ces splendeurs de la! 
nature. J’admirais la splendeur des palais orientaux. A grands frais, , 
on a recouvré la splendeur de ce chateau. Les malheureux qui de ta cité! 
sainte Ne verrons point l’éternelle splendeur ... Rac., Ath. II, 9. Le: 
bien de l’Etat et la splendeur du tréne. Volt., Dict. phil. Propriété: 
(Litt.). 

Au pluriel, splendeurs désigne des choses magnifiques: les splendeurs | 
d’une cour, d'un cortege. , 

L’adjectif splendide et l’adverbe splendidement ont des acceptions | 
analogues: un vétement splendide, un festin splendide, une cour splendide : 
(Ac.) 45), 

Nous avons vu que les expressions de beauté, relatives a la richesse : 
des puissants sont assez nombreuses en francais, surtout au XVIIe: 
siécle, c’est-a-dire au comble du pouvoir royal et a l’époque de |’€pa- : 
nouissement des arts et de la littérature. Nous avons montré que les: 
acceptions de ces expressions étaient toujours trés vagues et flottantes. 
Rien d’étonnant, car elles s’approchaient du champ conceptuel de la. 
beauté et y pénétraient pas a pas, tout en gardant a la fois leurs ac-. 
ceptions primitives, quelquefois plus ou moins modifiées. 

L’élément notionnel de beauté, d’abord assez faible dans toutes ces | 
expressions, devient, dans certains contextes, plus important. Parfois, 
il accéde méme au premier plan: L’idée de beauté se fait donc la domi- 
nante sémantique des mots en question, mais elle reste accompagnée 


14) Lesk et osliujict sont les équivalents tchéques d’éclat et éclatant: Divadlo 
bylo v plném lesku. Odév jejt byl osliujict. Zeyer (P.S.). 

15) Pour traduire splendide en tchéque, nous avons trois adjectifs A notre 
disposition: skvély, skvosiny, skvouct. Ce sont des synonymes parfaits ou pres- 
que; ils proviennent tous du domaine de la clarté: skvéld toaleta (uniforma), 
skvostny paldc (diadém, kocér), skvouct monstrance. Il y a également trois 
équivalents pour splendidement: skvéle ustrojend, skvostné vdzand kniha, skvoucné 
ozdoben. On peut constater la méme chose pour splendeur: skvélost kostymi. 
Karlitejn ... nemél pry co do skvostnosti a nddhery sobé vouného v Evropé. Pa- 
lacky Musil obétovat vsechnu skvoucnost obvazu novému pojett. Brazda (P.S.). 
Toutefois skvouct, skvoucné, skvoucnost et skostnost sont déja archaiques. 
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de notions qui, ayant cessé d’étre dominantes, gardent du moins la 
valeur de composants notionnels complémentaires. 

Aux adjectifs que nous avons étudiés dans le présent article, on 
pourrait ajouter encore spécieux pour l’époque allant du XVe au 
XVIIle siécles et deux autres adjectifs d’emploi et de sens plus spé- 
cialisés, mais qui comportent aussi a la fois l’idée de beauté et celle de 
richesse ou de grandeur. Ce sont grandiose et monumental. 

Spécieux, emprunté du latin au XVe siécle, a gardé le sens “‘qui a 
belle apparence”’ (Fur.) jusqu’au XVIIIe siécle. Qualifiant surtout des 
vétements, il impliquait la notion de richesse: Qui a vu la cour, a vu du 
monde ce qui est le plus beau, le plus spécieux et le plus orné. La Bruy., 
Car. XVI, 22 (Ca.). Le citoyen qui sous des dehors encore spécieux 
cache une profonde misére ... Mass., Or. fun., Villars (Litt.). 

En parlant de batiments des ceuvres d’art et de la nature, les idées 
de grandeur et de beauté peuvent étre exprimées par grandiose qui 
désigne ce qui frappe l’imagination par le caractére d’une grandeur 
imposante, d’une noblesse élevée, d’une beauté majestueuse: Le temple 
grandiose de Karnak. Nous avions devant nous une ville réguliere, 
d’ aspect grandiose, aux rues larges, aux vastes promenades, aux édifices 
pompeux. Gautier, Voyage en Russie 3. C’était une euvre (composition) 
grandiose. De tout cela, il est résulté wn art magnifique, grandiose, solen- 
nel. Gautier, Les grotesques X, 357. La nature est grandiose. C’est un 
paysage grandiose. Un spectacle grandiose (Rob.). 

Grandiose s’emploie aussi substantivement pour désigner une beauté 
imposante: Le grandiose d’un spectacle, d'un drame, d’un dessin. La 
baie de Naples ... et toute cette terre virgilienne présentent un spectacle 
magique, mais il n'a pas, selon mot, le grandiose de la campagne romaine. 
Chateaub., Italie, A M. de Font. (Litt.). 

Monumental désigne, de par son origine, qui a rapport aux monu- 
ments, ce qui leur est propre; par extension, ce qui est gigantesque, 
colossal ou ce qui a un caractére de grandeur et de majesté: Une ar- 
chitecture monumentale, une sculpture monumentale, un style monumen- 
tal (Ac.). La gracilité des membres des chevaux de race serait... un peu 
maigre pour la peinture monumentale Th. Gautier (Lare Gt.) 4%): 


16) Le tchéque a emprunté les deux adjectifs derniérement étudiés et en a 
dérivé d’autres mots: Mickiewicz city své ztélesnil v grandiosnich vytvorech bas- 
nickych. Masaryk. Ticho a grandiosita zely z domi. Wojkowicz. Nékteri davajt 
prednost vystavé chicagské co do velikosti, vozlohy, grandiosnosti celku. Herites. — 
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IV 

Dans le présent article, nous avons montré que les expressions de 
la beauté relatives a la richesse, 4 la puissance et a la grandeur sont 
nombreuses en latin classique ce qui s’explique par le haut niveau 
économique de l’Empire romain a cette époque-la. Nous avons trouvé 
31 mots désignant ce type de la beauté dont 11 substantifs, 12 adjec-- 
tifs et 8 adverbes. 14 en sont dérivés 4 partir du radical pomp-, le: 
reste a partir de 5 autres radicaux. 

Ces expressions ont perdu leur raison d’étre aprés la chute de l’Em-- 
pire par suite de la baisse du niveau culturel, de l’appauvrissement de: 
la population et par suite du fait qu’il n’y avait plus de souverains: 
puissants et riches. Par voie de conséquence, les mots en question ont! 
disparu de l’usage commun (tout en restant usités, partiellement du 
moins, en latin moyenageux). 

On n’en retrouve pas un seul dans les plus anciens textes francais. . 
L’accroissement du pouvoir royal et l’enrichissement de souverains: 
et des grands seigneurs permettent l’embellissement de leurs chateaux: 
et de leurs vétements. Le besoin de désigner cette sorte de beauté se: 
renouvelle. Hatons-nous de constater que splendeur et appareil — qui 
s’emploient dés le XIIe siécle en tant que premiers termes désignant 
ce genre de la beauté en francais — étaient inconnus dans cette ac- 
ception en latin classique. Ce n’est qu’a partir du XIIIe siécle qu’on 
commence a emprunter du latin les termes en question: apparat (ap- 
paratus) et magnifique (magnificus) au XIIle, pompe (pompa) au XIVe, 
somptuosité (sumptuositas) et spécieux (speciosus) au XVe siecle; luxe 
n’est pris en bonne part qu’a partir du XVIlIe siécle (Nous ne mention- 
nons pas ici les dérivés). Le nombre désignant le type étudié de la 
beauté accroit (malgré certaines pertes: appareil, spécieux) avec 1’élé- 
vation du niveau économique et culturel de la cour et du peuple fran- 
Cais. 

En frangais moderne, nous en avons trouvé 31 dont 14 substantifs, 
11 adjectifs et 6 adverbes. Le nombre total en est donc le méme qu’en 
latin, mais il y a une différence importante en ce qu’ils sont dérivés a 
partir de 12 radicaux tandis qu’en latin de 6. Aussi sont-ils mieux 
différenciés sémantiquement. 

Mnohé z bank jsou budovy monumentdlnt. Kotensky. Méstské vada vypisuje kon- 
kurs na ztskant ndvrhii na monumentdlnt fontdanu. Volné sméry. V mnohych 


vécech dovede Bocklin pisobit i monumentdlné. Volné sméry. Verejné minént by 
nesneslo budovy, jejté raz neodpovidd predstavé monumentality. Piitommost (P.S.). 
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En tchéque moderne, il y a 45 mots désignant le type étudié de la 
beauté dont 18 substantifs, 16 adjectifs et 11 adverbes. Ils sont déri- 
vés a partir de 13 radicaux dont 5 ont été empruntés au latin. I] s’agit 
d’emprunts littéraires, faits surtout pour des buts stylistiques et non 
motivés du point de vue sémantique: la plupart des emprunts sont des 
synonymes parfaits ou presque des expressions tchéques de propre 
provenance. S’il n’y avait pas ces emprunts inutiles, le nombre des 
termes tchéques serait a peu pres égal a celui des expressions équiva- 
lentes francaises. 

Pour conclure, on peut constater qu’il y a une analogie surprenante 
dans la migration de mots des champs conceptuels de la grandeur, de la 
puissance et de la richesse dans celui de la beauté dans diverses lan- 
gues et a différentes époques }”). 


Brno Otto DucHACEK 


17) En ce qui concerne la force attractive du champ conceptuel de la 
beauté en francais, voir ma monographie Le chawp conceptuel de la beauté 
en francais moderne (Opera Universitatis Brunensis, Facultas filosophica — 
SPN Praha 1960). 


magnificus, permagnificus 


magnifice 
magnificentia 
magnificens 
magnificenter 


pompa 
pomposus 

pompose 

pompositas 

pompalis, pompabilis 


pompaliter, pompabiliter 
pompalitas, pompabilitas 


pompaticus 
pompatice 
pompatus 
pompifer 


speciosus 
speciose 
speciositas 
species 


luxus 


sumptus 
sumptuosus 


sumptuositas 
apparatus /subst./ 


apparatus /adj./ 
apparate 


TABLEAU SYNOPTIQUE 
des mots étudiés dans l’article présent 


magnifique 
magnifiquement 
magnificence 
magnificences 


grandiose 


monumental 
monumentalité 


pompe 
pompeux 
pompeusement 


majesté 
majestueux 
majestueusement 


spécieux 


luxe 
luxueux 
luxueusement 


faste 
fastueux 


somptuosité 
somptuosités 


somptueux 
somptueusement 
apparat 

appareil 


éclat 
éclatant 


splendeur 
splendeurs 
splendide 
splendidement 


nadherny 
nadherné 
nadhera 
nadhernost 


grandiosni 
grandiosita 
grandiosnost 


monumentalni 
monumentalita 
monumentalné 


pompa 
pompésni 
pompésné 


majestat 
majestatnost 
majestatni 
majestatné 


vzneSenost 
vzneSeny 
vznesené 


lux, luxus 
luxusnost 
luxuriosita 
luxusovy 
luxusni 
luxusné 


prepychovy 
prepySny 
prepysné 
honosny 
honosné 


okazaly 
okazalost 


lesk 
oslnujici 


skvélost 

skvostnost 
skvoucnost 

skvély skvéle 
skvostny skvostné 
skvouci skvoucné 


LA NOTION DE LOI DANS LA PHONETIQUE HISTORIQUE 


Résumé 


Ce n’est pas uniquement dans le domaine de la phonétique, de la morphologie, 
de l’analogie et de l’emprunt a un dialecte géographique ou a une langue étran- 
geére qu'il faut expliquer les exceptions aux lois phonétiques diachroniques. Les 
emprunts qui se font entre dialectes sociaux coexistant dans la méme région 
sont a la base de bien des exceptions. La loi sans exception ne se constate qu’a 
Vintérieur de petites communautés linguistiques homogénes pour un laps de 
temps trés réduit. 


I 

A premiere vue il semble vain de se demander s’il est permis, dans 
le domaine de la phonétique diachronique, de parler de lois ou de re- 
gles. Dans le manuel de Bourciez 1), par exemple, nous rencontrons 
presque a chaque page une loi ou une régle générale. Ces lois sont 
suivies d’une explication phonétique, ot l’assimilation et la dissimi- 
lation jouent un trés grand réle; les cas ot la régle ne s’applique pas 
sont mentionnés ensuite et le plus souvent ces exceptions sont expli- 
quées a leur tour. 

La “‘loi sans exception”’ des néogrammairiens est de cette fagon plus 
ou moins sauvée, puisque l’exception, qui a été rendue compréhensible, 
ne menace plus la loi générale. Si nous examinons les causes qu’on 
a invoquées au sujet des exceptions, nous voyons que les facteurs qui 
ont entravé la loi se divisent en plusieurs catégories. Il est possible 
de distinguer 
a) le facteur purement phonétique 
b) le facteur morphologique et analogique 
c) le facteur de l’étymologie populaire 
d) le facteur de l’emprunt 


Les cas suivants peuvent servir d’exemples: 

a) toute voyelle finale autre que a tombe dans les mots qui étaient 
paroxytons en latin: murum > [miir]; ((#] indique la voyelle palatale 
arrondie de fermeture maxima). 


1) E. Bourciez, Précis de phonétique frangaise, 9e édition, revue par les soins 
de J. Bourciez, Paris 1958. 
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80 
: 

Exception: dans les paroxytons latins les voyelles finales autres} 
que a, quand elles sont précédées du groupe occlusive + liquide, res- - 
tent comme voyelle d’appui: patrem > [pddra). 

b) I a tonique libre devient a (écrit ¢, mais dont le timbre n’est ni\ 
¢ ni e): cantare > [tSantar]; mare > {mar}. 

a tonique libre précédé d’une consonne sur laquelle agit un yod, 
devient id (écrit ie): tractare > [traitidr) ; me(d)i(e)tatem > [meitia(t)]*). 

Exception: par analogie avec le groupe de chanter qui est beaucoup | 
plus nombreux, les verbes du type de traitiey changent -zer en -er; 
traiter. : 

Exception: dans la conjugaison les formes accentuées sur le radical 
(qu’on appelle formes fortes), qui ont réguliérement @, prennent a sous. 
l’influence des formes accentuées sur la désinence (formes faibles), 
qui gardent réguliérement a dans la syllabe initiale non-accentuée: 


lavas > [lavas] (lavas | 
par normalisation 8). 
lavatis > [lavats] [lavats] 


II les protoniques non-initiales autres que a tombent quand elles 
ne sont pas protégées par certains groupes de consonnes: 

liberare > livrer; dormitorium > dortoir. 

Exception: sous l’influence de l’infinitif punir, punir(e) (h)abeo de- 
vient punirat. 

c) a protonique non-initial devenu a (écrit e) tombe quand il ne 
sert pas de voyelle d’appui: armaturam > [armoaiira] > [armiir] (ar- 
mure). 

Exception: augurium > [aguro] > [air] (écrit eur) devient [67] (é- 
crit heur) et non pas [ir] dans bonheur, malheur sous l’influence de 
[Gra] > [dr] (écrit heure) de horam. . 

d) en francien k (devant a) > ts > § (écrit ch). 

Exception: k (devant a) reste intact dans 

2) Il est possible de voir dans la régle ‘‘a tonique libre précédé d’une palatale 


devient ie’’ une exception d’ordre phonétique a la régle générale ‘‘a tonique li- 
bre devient e’’. 

3) Cette normalisation s’observe aussi pour les consonnes finales du radical: 
chevauche, chevauger > chevauche, chevaucher, [-§-, -z- > -§-, -§-]; 
charche, charger > charge, charger, [-S-, -g- > -Z-, -3-]. 
Les formes charche et chevauger qui présentent l’évolution normale sont rempla- 
cées par des formes analogiques. 
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1) la plupart des mots savants tirés directement du latin: candide, 
cadavre, capital 

2) les emprunts faits a l’italien: camp, cavalier, cadence 

3) les mots venus du Midi de la France: cabane, cadet, cadeau 

4) les mots d’origine normande ou picarde: cage, carpe, caillou. 


Sous d) 4 figurent quelques dialectes voisins de celui de I’Ile-de-France, 
le francien, qui est a la base du frangais actuel. Il est possible d’attri- 
buer un sens strictement géographique au terme “‘dialecte’”’, mais on 
peut aussi le comprendre dans un sens plus large. Si nous entendons 
par “‘dialecte”’ la langue parlée par un groupe de personnes qui forment 
une unité géographique ow sociale, nous introduisons dans nos consi- 
dérations un élément qui complique sensiblement le tableau simplifié 
correspondant aux quatre points qui viennent d’étre illustrés. C’est 
qu’a l’intérieur de ce qui semble étre homogeéne a premiere vue, de 
grandes divergences peuvent se manifester. 

Dans Bourciez il est parfois question de tendances populaires. Pre- 
nons comme exemple le cas de e + 7 + consonne (plus rarement e+ 7). 
Le moyen frangais connait le passage assez fréquent de er en ar. Cette 
ouverture de e en a, d’origine populaire, provoque une réaction dans 
les classes plus cultivées. Bourciez explique l’ouverture de e en a par 
le fait que pour e la pointe de la langue est abaissée, tandis que pour 
vy roulé dental il faut justement la redresser. I] s’agit donc d’une assi- 
milation régressive. Par suite de la substitution, dans les villes, de 7 
vélaire 4 7 dental, les conditions changent totalement, puisque 7 vélaire 
demande l’abaissement de la pointe de la langue. 

“Rien ne contrariait plus la série er, et la transformation de e en a 
fut enrayée au début du XVIle siécle. Quoi qu'il en soit, et compte 
tenu de la coexistence (d’aprés certains milieux sociaux et certaines 
zones géographiques) de 7 dental et 7 vélaire, le changement de e en 
a s'est fixé en francais moderne dans les mots dartre pour afr. derte 
(=celt. *dérbita), écharpe pour afr. escherpe (=germ. *skerpa), harde 
pour afr. herde (=germ. *hérda) ; le mot /arme pour afr. lerme ou lair- 
me (= lacrima) rentre aussi dans cette catégorie”’ 4). 

La prononciation hypercorrecte qui consistait a dire ey pour ar 
a également laissé quelques traces dans le frangais actuel. 

“D’une hésitation [....] entre la prononciation ar ou er + consonne, 


4) Op. cit., § 47. Rem. II, p. 49-50. 
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il est resté dans la langue littéraire serpe pour afr. sarpe (= *sarpa), 
gerbe pour afr. jarbe =( germ. garba), chair [Ser] pour afr. charn (=car- 
ne), et aussi asperge pour afr. esparge (asparagus) qui est un mot sa- 
vant’’ 5), 

Le cas de ev/ay en moyen francais prouve qu'il faut toujours se de- 
mander de quels élements se compose la langue que prescrit le bon 
usage. Dans les grands centres urbains il y a toujours un contact 
étroit avec les provinces. Les provinciaux qui viennent s’établir dans 
la ville ne se défont pas complétement de leur patois ®). Les provincialis- 
mes prennent souvent une nuance plutét sociale dans la communauté 
citadine 7), et comme |’ont remarqué les auteurs de l'étude sur la pho- 
nologie du néerlandais et du frison, il est parfois difficile de tracer la 
limite entre le facteur géographique et le facteur social 8). 

Méme la langue d’un seul individu qui n’est ni n’a été patoisant, 
varie selon les circonstances. Les variantes stylistiques correspondent 
souvent a des variantes sociales, qui, a leur tour, peuvent remonter a 
des dialectes géographiques différents 9). D’autre part un seul mot ~ 
varie parfois en rapport avec les différentes vitesses de débit de celui 
qui parle. La forme rapide peut avoir ensuite une nuance stylistique 
différente de celle qu’a la forme lente. Le groupe -eda du néerlandais se 
simplifie en eva > e, mais a cété de e la forme eda subsiste dans le 
style soutenu 1°), 

Cette petite introduction vise 4 montrer qu’en matiére de phonétique 
tout est plus flou et plus vague qu’on ne serait tenté de croire en con- 
sidérant les lois et les régles générales. 


5) Ibidem § 36. Rem. III, p. 38. 

6) Voir a ce sujet A. Martinet, La prononciation du frangais contemporain, 
Paris, 1945; Introduction p. 15-16 et p. 25 et suiv. 

*) Ibidem. 

8) A. Cohen, C. L. Ebeling, P. Eringa, K. Fokkema, A. G. F. van Holk, 
Fonologie van het Nederlands en het Fries, La Haye 1959, p. 5: De grens tussen 
dialectische en sociale variatie is niet altijd even scherp te trekken. 

%) Nous avons taché dans notre thése de démontrer que les deux prononcia- 
tions que connaissait le XVIIe siécle, [frdswez] et [frdsgz] (frangaise) — celle-ci 
admise dans la conversation de tous les jours, celle-ld réservée aux occasions 
solennelles — remontent 4 deux dialectes différents. Voir H. G. Schogt, Les 
causes de la double issue de e fermé tonique libre en frangais, Amsterdam 1960; p. 
108 et p. 121-123. 

10) Comparez mee et mede. 
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II 

I] est impossible de mettre de l’ordre dans les données de la phoné- 
tique historique en établissant une sorte de hiérarchie entre les fac- 
teurs que nous avons passés en revue dans Il’introduction. Comment 
décider si c’est dans le domaine de I’assimilation et de la dissimilation, 
ou dans celui de l’analogie qu’il faut chercher le principe qui est a la 
base des changements phonétiques? Et pourquoi des facteurs d’ordres 
différents ne contribueraient-ils pas en méme temps a obtenir un seul 
résultat ? Toutes ces questions ne nous ménent pas trés loin. Aussi 
est-il nécessaire de classer les changements phonétiques d’aprés des 
principes qui n’aient rien en commun avec les causes de ces change- 
ments. 

Dans un article intitulé Structural linguistics and phonetic law 14), 
M. A. de Groot distingue plusieurs sortes de changements d’aprés les 
conséquences qui en résultent pour le systeme des phonémes. Le pho- 
néme peut étre concu de deux maniéres, comme 

a) marque du mot MM 

b) élément du systéme ES 
Or, il y a des changements qui, tout en modifiant MM, laissent intact 
ES, tandis que par suite d’autres changements ES se modifie. Dans 
ce dernier cas il est possible que le systeme se maintienne, mais il 
peut arriver aussi que le systeme méme change. Nous empruntons a 
Varticle de M. de Groot 12) les exemples (pris dans l’évolution du 
latin) qui figurent dans le schéma de la page suivante. 


I Le changement qui consiste a substituer un phonéme qui figure 
déja dans le systéme a un autre qui ne disparait pourtant pas du sys- 
téme n’a pas de conséquences pour les phonémes ES, ni pour le systeéme 
méme, (quand venus —venesis devient venus — veneris, y remplace s com- 
me MM seulement). La disparition d’un phonéme dans une certaine 
position, tandis qu’ailleurs il se maintient, n’a pas non plus de consé- 
quences pour ES ou pour le systéme (devorsum > deorsum mais v se 
maintient ailleurs). 

Ila Il arrive aussi que le faisceau de traits pertinents change (la 
quantité disparait en tant que trait pertinent et céde la place au de- 
gré d’aperture par exemple), mais les phonémes en tant qu’unités 
indépendantes restent intacts. 

11) Lingua I, 2, 1948, p. 175-208. 

12) Art. cit. p. 176. 
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sound changes 


B B Cc 
Changes of word-forms | Changes of phonemes Changes of phoneme 
[(diachronic) phonetic ES systems 
laws] [phoneme changes] [structure changes] 
I bound to in all words s changes 
certain po- into r, only when be- 
sitions in tween two vowels 
word-forms in all words v disap- none none 


pears, only before 6 
(and not at the ge- 
ginning of a word) 


II not bound to | a) in all words in all | changes of the phone- 


certain positions nemes 
positions 6>6;6>6 6>6;6>6 none 
e>é,e€>6é E>; E>E 
etc. etc. 

b) in all words in all | the phonemes the diphtong system is 
positions ai, oi, ei, ou, eu supplanted by another 
ai > ae; oi > 0¢€; disappear, the phone- | system of different 
el .i;0u = mes ae, 0€ appear structure: 

eu> i ai au =) ae 
oi ei ou e ouls) 


IIb Enfin, le systeme méme peut étre modifié par suite de la dis- 
parition ou de l’apparition d’une ou de plusieurs unités. 

M. de Groot attire l’attention du lecteur sur le fait que, si le change- 
ment de MM sans répercussions sur ES ou le systéme se rencontre 
fréquemment, la modification de ES, par contre, implique que MM se 
trouve également changé. De méme, le changement de ES n’atteint 
pas forcément le systéme, tandis qu’a toute modification du systéme 
correspond le changement d’un phonéme ES. 

Nous allons voir maintenant dans quelle mesure les trois catégories 
de M. de Groot (I, Ia, IIb) admettent des exceptions a la régle gé- 
nérale. 


III 

Le cas de la disparition d’un phonéme est trés simple. M. de Groot 
remarque a ce sujet: ““When a phoneme disappears from a system, 
it disappears from all the words it can be found in, because a word 


13) Dans le tableau oe manque. 
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can only have phonemes that figure in the language given. In this 
case, “‘exceptionlessness”’ is a tautology” 14). 

La méme remarque vaut pour le changement du phonéme ES. Si 
dans une série de mots l’opposition de longueur se maintient, tandis 
que dans une autre série une opposition de timbre supplante 1’oppo- 
sition quantitative, nous ne sommes pas en droit de déclarer que les 
phonémes ES se sont modifiés: ils se sont maintenus et en méme temps 
une nouvelle série est née dont les traits distinctifs sont différents. Que 
la disparition d’un phonéme ES soit sans exception ne veut pas dire 
pourtant que la langue réagisse de facon uniforme. M. de Groot con- 
state: “‘... it is very possible that in some words ‘‘a”’ is replaced by a 
certain phoneme, and in other words by another’”’ 15). Les causes de ce 
manque d’uniformité peuvert étre d’ordre phonétique, ce qui est le 
cas, a notre avis, quand o disparait du francien au XIlIe siécle 16), ou 
bien d’ordre dialectal, comme nous avons essayé de le démontrer pour 
e 17), 

Dans le cas d’un changement qui se limite au phonéme MM, les ex- 
ceptions ne s’attaquent pas a la base méme de la régle qu’elles ne suivent 
pas. Méme apres le rhotacisme s occupe parfois en latin une position in- 
tervocalique. I] s’agirait selon M. de Groot, de mots d’emprunt entrés 
en latin aprés que l’action du rhotacisme avait cessé; ou bien ces ter- 
mes seraient encore sentis comme des emprunts au moment du passage 
de s intervocalique a 7; et il faudrait méme compter avec la possibilité 
de trouver des exemples d’emprunts qui ne se conforment pas aux 
lois synchroniques (contemporary phonetic law) qui régnent sur les 
autres mots 18). Nous reviendrons encore sur la valeur du terme syn- 
chronique (contemporary), mais il nous semble indispensable d’ana- 
lyser dés maintenant le mécanisme du rhotacisme, afin de voir s’il 


14) Art. cit. p. 182. 

15) Ibidem. 

16) 9 tonique libre > 6 
o tonique entravé > u 
o tonique libre devant labiale > wu. 
Voir Bourciez § 72, p. 74; § 73, p. 76; § 72, Rem. I p. 75. 

17) Pour ¢ les phonémes de remplacement viennent de deux dialectes diffé- 
rents; voir Schogt, op. cit., p. 121-123. 

18) Art. cit. p. 203: I presume that examples could be found of loanwords 
which simply have not undergone the influence of a contemporary phonetic 


law. 
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faut vraiment compter avec la possibilité d’un emprunt qui ne suive 
pas la régle. 

Au début s intervocalique se rapproche de 7 sans que les deux pho- 
némes se confondent. Puis vient l’étape de la neutralisation de s et r 
en position intervocalique. Que la réalisation phonétique différe peut- 
étre de celle de 7 dans d’autres positions, peu importe. Envisageons 
maintenant les cas de pausa, rosa etc. Ou bien ces mots sont entrés en 
latin aprés la période du rhotacisme, ce qui expliquerait suffisamment 
la présence de s intervocalique, ou bien il s’agit d’emprunts antérieurs 
au rhotacisme. Le s offre alors beaucoup plus de difficultés. Si s s’est 
maintenu, pour quelque raison que ce soit, il n’y a donc eu neutrali- 
sation de s et 7 intervocaliques 4 aucun moment de 1’évolution. On 
pourrait invoquer la protection de s par la forme en s de la langue 
d’origine, mais alors il serait plutét question d’une série d’emprunts 
successifs de la forme en s et ce serait le dernier emprunt, fait quand 
le rhotacisme avait perdu son élan, qui aurait été décisif, et non pas 
le premier. : 

Dans le cas de er/ar, mentionné plus haut, il doit y avoir eu une 
neutralisation de er et ar, dans la langue populaire, avec une réalisa- 
tion phonétique en ar. I] est possible que cette confusion n’ait jamais 
gagné les classes supérieures. Les hypercorrectismes ne prouvent en 
tout cas pas qu'il y ait eu une véritable confusion de er et ar dans ces 
milieux. 


IV 

La distinction entre différences phonologiques et non-phonologi- 
ques ne s’impose pas immédiatement quand nous étudions le tableau 
d’une langue contemporaine avec toutes ses variantes (locales, soci- 
ales, par générations, d’aprés la rapidité du débit) et quand nous vou- 
lons déméler différentes étapes dans des évolutions analogues a celles 
qui doivent s’étre produites autrefois. Les résultats d’une enquéte 
faite par M. A. Martinet dans un camp d’officiers prisonniers de guer- 
re 19) sont trés révélateurs. Dans ce milieu relativement homogéne au 
point de vue social, les divergences individuelles et régionales se trou- 
vaient étre trés importantes, malgré les tendances centripétes qui 
caractérisent la civilisation frangaise de nos jours. L’enquéte a un 
caractére nettement phonologique, des cas comme 7 et / en position 


19) Voir note 6. 
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finale derriére une occlusive [katr — kat, emabl — emab] ne sont pas 
traités, tout au plus pourrait-on rapprocher certains aspects de la 
questions de a dit e caduc, de la catégorie I de M. de Groot. La place 
de a dans une phrase comme je me le demande n’est pas fixée, méme la 
ou il est possible de lui attribuer une valeur phonématique 2°). Les 
catégories IIa et IIb sont mieux représentées, puisqu’elles forment 
le sujet de l’enquéte. Le traitement de u par exemple montre claire- 
ment que l’usage est loin d’étre uniforme. Dans la paire bout/boue, 
41% des sujets non-méridionaux font une distinction, 37% font une 
distinction de longueur (u/w:), 8°, déclarent faire une différence de 
timbre; ceci implique que la moitié d’entre eux connaissent également 
la différence de longueur 21). Si le timbre supplante la quantité, ou 
inversement, nous sommes en présence d’un cas IIa; si l’opposition 
disparait, c’est au contraire IIb. Quoi qu'il en soit, il est impossible 
d’indiquer ici la norme du bon usage. Le néerlandais connait des phé- 
noménes analogues: le systéme phonologique n’est pas le méme pour 
tous les Hollandais, il y a des variantes admises ou tolérées par le bon 
usage 22). 

Le passage de g a y dans les dialectes russes du Sud offre un trait 
particulier qui est mis en relief par M. S. K. Saumjan 23). Tandis qu’il 
y avait d’abord l’opposition g/k sans que y ait un phonéme sonore 
correspondant, aprés le passage g > y, k est privé de sonore et x et y 
forment une paire ot il n’y a qu’un seul élément distinctif qui différe. 
M. Saumjan parle de transphonologisation, en opposition avec phono- 
logisation et déphonologisation 24). Le bon usage continue pourtant 
a prescrire g. 

Comment est-il possible, vu ce manque d’uniformité méme 4 I’in- 
térieur de ce qu’on a l’habitude de considérer comme une seule lan- 
gue, d’atteindre une netteté beaucoup plus grande dans la phonologie 
diachronique? Haudricourt et Juilland se sont limités a la description 
de l’évolution du latin vers le roman sans s’occuper de problémes de 


20) Voir op. cit., la section consacrée a e caduc, p. 37-70 (notamment p. 57-58) 
21) Voir op. cit., p. 95-98. 
22) Voir Fonologie van het Nederlands, p. 13 (la place de 9/6) et p. 30 (celle de 


y/x)- 
23) Voir S. K. Saumjan, [storia sistemy differencial’nych elementov v pol’skom 


jazyke, Moscou 1958, p. 58. 
24) Tbidem. 
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distribution; ils ont esquissé les grandes lignes en partant d’une moy- 
enne théorique 25). M. Saumjan suit une autre méthode dans son livre 
sur les oppositions en polonais, d’ot nous avons tiré l’exemple de 
g > y 28). Cette méthode consiste a décrire plusieurs stades sans se 
demander ‘‘pourquoi’’ ou “‘comment” se sont produits les change- 
ments qu'il faut situer dans la période limitée par deux de ces “‘in- 
stantanés synchroniques”’. Ce procédé, qui part lui aussi d’une moy- 
enne idéale, n’évite pas l’arbitraire dans le choix des moments de 
sondage. L’étude de M. Saumjan ne fournit pas beaucoup de données 
sur l’évolution méme des phonémes en polonais, les sondages étant 
trop peu nombreux. 

Bien qu’il ne se prononce pas la-dessus, il n’est pas exclu que l’au- 
teur, en choisissant les époques, ait pensé a une sorte d’alternance de 
périodes chaotiques et de périodes ot tout serait bien ordonné et nor- 
malisé, C’est dans ce sens que M. de Groot cherche a résoudre le pro- 
bléme, dans ]’article que nous avons eu l’occasion de citer plusieurs fois 
déja. Il rejette le concept de loi diachronique et met a la place le prin- 
cipe de l’ordre synchronique. Cet ordre synchronique une fois boule- 
versé, suit une période de confusion, jusqu’au moment ou de nouvelles 
régles se cristallisent et créent un nouvel ordre. La difficulté est que 
le terme de loi synchronique, s’emploie dans le sens de régle de dis- 
tribution synchronique, ce qui exclurait la possibilité d’un emprunt 
ancien (senti encore comme emprunt) qui ne se soumette pas Aa la 
nouvelle “‘loi’’ synchronique, car alors il faudrait introduire un fac- 
teur de diachronie. M. de Groot ne distingue pas explicitement ces 
deux sortes de lois et les confond peut-étre. ‘“Owing to the great dif- 
ference in speed of changes, as is clearly shown in dialect-geography, 
exceptionlessness is only, and really, warranted by a new synchronic 
phonetic law. Such a new law is the ultimate result of a great many 
atomistic changes, which though showing a certain parallelism and a 
certain graduality, are very well able, because of difference in speed 
and even in direction, to create disorder. Only a new synchronic pho- 
netic law is able to restore order. A (historic) phonetic law is the for- 
mulation of a regularity, observed on comparison of a younger with an 
older period of a language, but not with any period in between. The ab- 
a 

25) A. G, Haudricourt et A. G. Juilland, Essai pour une histoire structurale 


du phonétisme frangais, Paris, 1949. 
26) Voir note 23. 
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solute regularity of a historic phonetic law exists only at the moment of, 
and 1s dependent for its coming into existence upon, the advent of a syn- 
chronic phonetic law 27), 

L’idée de chaos intermédiaire n’est pas précisée. Si l’auteur a en vue 
la coexistence de plus de variantes individuelles et régionales que pen- 
dant les périodes ‘‘d’ordre’’ nous pouvons le suivre, mais si d’aprés 
lui le chaos vaut pour chaque individu pris séparément, nous voudrions 
opposer a cette opinion, celle de M. C. Ebeling, qui nous semble-t-il, 
exclut le chaos individuel. “Every normal, grown-up person possesses 
at every moment of his existence a linguistic system which allows him 
to interpret unequivocally any utterance’ 28). 

Les systémes individuels peuvent diverger méme 4 I’intérieur d’un 
seul dialecte social ou géographique, et comme il y a, entre individus, 
des contacts continuels, nous devons nous attendre a des influences 
d’un systéme sur l’autre. Les rapports entre individus ne différent 
probablement pas beaucoup de ceux qu’on constate entre les dialectes. 
Aussi est-il indispensable d’examiner de plus prés la géographie lin- 
guistique. Nous verrons en méme temps quels arguments en tire M. de 
Groot. 


V 

L’Atlas linguistique de la France 2%) a été l'objet d’une étude de 
Jaberg, intitulée Sprachgeograpme, Beitrag zum Verstindnis des Atlas 
linguistique de la France 3°), En étudiant le sort de ¢ latin tonique libre 
devant consonne orale (éfoile, toile, mois), et le sort de c [k] initial 
devant a (chandelle, chanter, champ, chambre — chausser, chauffer, 
chaud, chaudiére), Jaberg essaye de trouver une réponse a la question 
qui lui sert de titre pour un petit chapitre: Gibt es Lautgrenzen? Les 
isoglosses qu’on peut tracer (élément w ou non dans les résultats de 
e; palatalisation ou conservation de k devant a) montrent que la 
répartition des timbres n’est pas identique pour tous les mots étudiés. 
Il est possible d’indiquer de fagon globale le domaine ot se produit 
tel ou tel changement mais il n’existe pas de limites précises valables 


27) Art. cit. p. 198 (C’est M. de Groot qui souligne). @! 

28) C. L. Ebeling, Linguistic units, La Haye 1960, p. 136. 

29) Atlas linguistique de la France, publié par J. Gilliéron et E, Edmont, 
Paris 1902-1920. 

30) Aarau 1908. 
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pour tous les mots qui en principe peuvent participer au changement. 
Jaberg conclut: ‘“‘Das Lautgesetz, das da sagt, dasz ein gewisser (la- 
teinischer) Laut unter gewissen Bedingungen an einem Orte sich gleich 
bleibt oder sich zu einem bestimmten neuen Laut entwickelt, ist eine 
Abstraktion. In Wirklichkeit hat jedes Wort seine besondere Ge- 
schichte’’ 31). Suivant ici Jaberg, M. de Groot déclare qu’il doit y avoir 
une différence de vitesse (pour ce qui est de la propagation d’un chan- 
gement; il n’est pas question de la rapidité du débit), qui n’est pas 
causée par une différence de position et que cette différence de vi- 
tesse doit étre a la base de la différence d’extension qu’on constate 
a propos des changements qui se sont produits dans des mots quasi- 
homonymes (toile, etoile). Les études de Dauzat confirment cette 
opinion. Elles permettent a M. de Groot de relever l’existence de ce 
qu’on a appelé de fausses lois. 


I II 
vraie loi fausse loi 
le période kl- kl-_ kl- kl- kl kL 
2e période kly- kly- kly- kly- kl ky- 
3e période ky- ky- ky- ky- ky- ky- 


Comment doit-on interpréter la deuxiéme série, celle de la fausse 
loi? Si les périodes de sondages avaient été plus nombreuses, l’étape 
kly- aurait-elle figuré dans la deuxiéme et la troisisme colonnes comme 
dans la premiére? 


le période kl- kl- kl- 
kl- ou kly- kl- kly- 

2e période kly- kl- ky- 
kly- ou ky- kly- ky- 

3e période ky- ky- ky- 


Ce schéma serait conforme au principe de la différence de vitesse: la 
premiére colonne représente une rapidité moins grande que la troi- 
siéme, la deuxiéme colonne représente le cas le plus lent. Il y a pour- 
tant une autre possibilité qu’il faut envisager: le saut direct de kl- 


$1) Op. cit. p. 6. 

82) Voir pour les citations tirées de La géographie linguwistique de Dauzat, 
Vart. cit. passim. 

$8) Art. cit. p. 202. 
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a ky- $4). Dans le cas d’un saut il est peu justifié de parler d’une dif- 
férence de vitesse combinée avec une identité d’évolution. Aussi 
serions-nous enclin a supprimer ici la notion de loi phonétique. Mais 
quelle explication pourrait remplacer alors celle que représente la loi 
phonétique a plusieurs degrés de vitesse? C’est la géographie linguisti- 
que qui fournit la réponse. Le dialecte emprunte, un a un, des termes 
a un autre dialecte paré de plus de prestige. Prenons le cas de toile, 
étoile. Le Nord-Ouest de la France emprunte successivement toutes 
les formes en w du frangais de Paris (par l’intermédiaire d’un francais 
régional ou non, peu importe) qui remplacent les formes autochtones 
sans w. L’Atlas linguistique montre que cette substitution ne se fait 
pas simultanément dans tous les mots. Il y a des différences de vitesse 
de propagation, mais, et ceci nous parait capital, il s’agit d’emprunts, 
dont il n’est pas permis de rien conclure pour la loi phonétique. Comme 
le dialecte dominant exerce une influence durable, il arrive que des 
emprunts anciens (en -w¢ dans notre.exemple) sont remplacés par des 
emprunts plus récents (en -wa), sans que le dialecte qui fait les em- 
prunts connaisse l’évolution phonétique de we a wa. 

Passant maintenant a l’examen des couches sociales d’un seul dia- 
lecte géographique, nous constatons deux forces opposées: la langue 
populaire, riche en.innovations, qui a pour elle le grand nombre, et 
la langue des classes aisées, qui est plus conservatrice et qui s’impose 
par son prestige. Dans l’enchevétrement des dialectes sociaux et géo- 
graphiques, il est trés difficile de dire oti la loi phonétique s’arréte et 
ou l’emprunt commence. Comme |’emploi de chaque mot se caractérise 
par un ensemble spécial de facteurs (facteurs que souvent on n’arrive 
pas a déméler) il est évident que les mots ne suivent pas tous simul- 
tanément la méme évolution. 

Ceci n’implique pas pourtant que nous devions supprimer comple- 
tement la notion de loi phonétique diachronique. Pour exclure autant 
que possible les contingences, nous emprunterons un procédé au calcul 
infinitésimal 35). 

Pour un petit groupe de personnes (4p) qui forme une unité au point 


34) Ces sauts sont plus faciles 4 constater quand les deux dialectes ne con- 
naissent pas la méme évolution et que les aboutissements sont différents. 

35) Dans un article intitulé De la linguwistique comme science de lois (Lingua 
I, 1 p. 25-33) Henri Frei recommande aux linguistes d’appliquer les procédés 
des sciences exactes. 
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de vue linguistique, il est permis d’admettre que la petite modification 
phonique 4m qui se produit pendant un laps de temps ¢t s’étend a tous 
les mots ou cette modification peut se produire; 4m est une fonction 
du temps @t, en d’autres termes t est une variable indépendante, m 
est une variable dépendant de t. 

M. de Groot rejette l’image de chevaux de course qui l’un a cdété de 
l’autre se déplacent tous avec la méme vitesse 36); dans le cas d’une 
modification 4m, fonction de 4t, cette image convient pourtant trés 
bien. 

Quand "%p (le groupe de personnes) devient plus grand, les différences 
sociales, ou méme régionales, empéchent l’évolution homogéne; 
quand “t croit, la modification phonique peut produire des change- 
ments de distribution, ou changer ES, ou méme changer le systeme 
entier. Dans ce cas-la les actions analogiques, les régressions et les 
normalisations peuvent venir troubler l’unité. 


VI 

Si la loi phonétique diachronique sans exception existe, son domaine 
est limité. Pourtant il y a des changements qui s’étendent lentement 
sur un vaste domaine: les différents groupes qui constituent l’ensem- 
ble dela population connaissent l’un aprés l’autre le méme changement; 
la distribution des phonemes MM, les traits distinctifs ES, ou le sys- 
teme peuvent évoluer dans le méme sens pour tous les sujets d’une 
grande communauté linguistique. Cet aspect d’uniformité est trom- 
peur: pour un petit noyau il s’agit d’une évolution graduelle de ca- 
ractére phonétique aboutissant 4 un changement phonologique; le 
reste de la population connait un saut par emprunt, sans étre passé 
par les étapes phonétiques intermédiaires. Dans l’ensemble des fac- 
teurs qui déterminent |’évolution d’une langue, l’emprunt occupe un — 
rang trés important. C’est l’emprunt qui est a la base de la fausse loi 
phonétique. Le mécanisme de l’emprunt méne a une confusion appa- 
rente dans la distribution, mais il n’est pas justifié de parler de chaos: 
il y a simplement deux distributions, qui valent chacune pour une 
série spéciale de mots, ou il y a deux distributions liées chacune a un 
dialecte social différent. 


Université d’ Utrecht H. G. Scuoer. 


86) Art. cit. p. 207. 


THE LITHUANIAN PRETERIT IN -é 


Summary 


The author suggests that, for certain categories of verbs at least, the Baltic 
preterit in *-2 has nothing to do with the Indo-European suffix *-2. Rather the 
Baltic *-é preterit is an analogical development on the basis of the preterit in 
*-G, 


In this paper I shall present a theory concerning the origin of the 
Baltic *-é. First, however, I shall review briefly some of the previous 
theories concerning the preterit. 

1, Friedrich Kurschat proposed that the Lithuanian preterit in 
-é is a reformation of the preterit in -6 (< *Baltic -d) after a soft 
consonant. In other words veréiau% ‘I turned’, 2d sg. *veréiaiz, 3d person 
veréio were changed phonologically into 2d sg. vertet, 3d person ve7té 1). 

2. According to Osthoff the Lith. preterit *éda-u ‘I ate’ = IE *éda 
(= Gk. *7da in *86-ndx, 26ndaé¢ = Goth. fr-ét, Old Norse at, OHG dz, 
Skt. dda) plus u. The stem -j- in the Lith. preterit (édziau) is to be 
ascribed to the influence of present stems in -7- 2), 

3. Oskar Wiedemann thought that the Lith. preterit forms went 
back to IE secondary stems in *-é and were to be compared with the 
Gk. passive aorist in -ny 3). 

4. Hans Reichelt suggested that there was a present-aorist with 
the stress on the second syllable giving such IE forms as the Ist sg. 
*yidéim, 2d sg. *vidéis, 3d sg. *vidéit = Baltic miniat, minet, mine 4). 

5. Holger Pedersen believed that the Balto-Slavic indicative aorist 
forms, OCS 3d sg. zevd ‘he called’, posa ‘he wrote’, Lith. suko ‘he 
rotated’, mdaté ‘he saw’ are IE conjunctive forms 5). 

6. Jerzy Kurylowicz thinks that the Balto-Slavic preterits in -é had 
their origin in the contraction of a vowel with the following (first) 


1) Grammatik der littauischen Sprache, (Halle, 1876), p. 280. 

2) Zur Geschichte des Perfekts im Indo-germanischen, (Strassburg, 1884), p. 
60, 63. te 

3) Das litauische Prateritum, (Strassburg, 1891), pp. 177-196. 

4) BB 27.85. 
5) Vergleichende Grammatik der keltischen Sprachen II (Gottingen, 1913), p. 
354. ; 
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laryngeal, i.e. e plus a2! = é. This é was detached from those roots in 
which the final consonant had originally been a! §). 

7. According to Edmund Sandbach, ‘‘Das balt. Prat. ist urspriing- 
lich ein starke Aorist zweisilbiger schwerer idg. Basen auf -d, -é oder 
-i mit dem Wortakzent auf diesen Lauten”’ 7). Thus a form like Lith. 
viriat ‘I cooked’ goes back to ueré- with a reduced grade in the first 
syllable and a full grade vocalism in the second syllable. 

8. Fortunatov believed that the Baltic -é came from the aorist of 
verbs with the ‘dlitelenyj i prodolzenny vid’. When this -é was trans- 
ferred to other verbs which did not have this aspect, then it received 
the meaning of imperfect 8). 

It is commonly supposed that there is formal etymological identity 
between Lith. nésé ‘he carried’ and the Slavic imperfect nesé-ase. Re- 
cently Kurylowicz has denied any direct equation, although he sug- 
gests an ultimate relationship 9). Although Linda Sadnik does not 
subscribe to Kurylowicz’s theory of the origin of the Slavic imperfect, 
she does believe that it has a purely Slavic origin 1°). According to her~ 
(p. 20), ““Das sich die Schwierigkeit einer Identifizierung von slav. 
vedé(ase) und lit. védé (e/o-Verbum vest ‘fiihren’, vedetz bzw. vestt, 
véda) keineswegs loste, wenn man annahme, dass das baltische -é- erst 
sekundaér dazugekommen sei, die Transitivitat auszudriicken, ergibt 
sich aus der Frage, welche Rolle ein hypothetisches urslavisches Para- 
digma *uedé- in einem System gespielt haben kénnte, in dem ein kur- 
sives e/o-Verbum vom Typus vesé? einen komplexiven sigmatischen 
Aorist (erhalten in aksl. vész) und ein Imperfekt = Prateritum des 
Prasens (erhalten in aksl. vede) besessen hat’’. 

In the following discussion I follow the dictum of Meillet: ‘Pour 
qu’on ait le droit de rapprocher des formes de diverses langues de méme 
famille en les rapportant a un original commun, il ne suffit pas qu’elles . 
soient phonétiquement superposables: ce n’est 1a qu’une premiére 


8) “Le type védique grbhayati’”’, Etrennes Benveniste, (Paris, 1928), p. 61. 

°) Die indogermanischen zweisilbigen schweren Basen und das baltische (li- 
tauische) Prateritum, (Heidelberg, 1930), p. 62. 

8) Fortunatov, ‘‘Razbor sotinenija G. K. Uljanova”’, Sbornik otdelenija russ- 
hogo jazyka i slovesnosti Imper. Akad. Nauk, Vol. 64, no. 11 (St. Petersburg, 
1897), p. 55. 

%) “‘Réflexions sur l’imparfait et les aspects en v. slave’, International Jour- 
nal of Slavic Linguistics and Poetics, 1/2, 1-7. 

10) “Das slavische Imperfekt’’, Die Welt der Slaven, 5, 19-30. 
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condition préalable, la condition de ‘possibilité’, et c’est A tort qu’on 
se contente souvent de cette simple possibilité; deux formes super- 
posables n’établissent l’existence d’un original commun en indo-euro- 
péen, que si elles n’ont pu étre créées indépendamment dans chacune 
des langues ot elles figurent” 11). I submit that the Baltic preterit in 
*-€ and the Slavic imperfect evolved independently in Baltic and 
Slavic. 

I believe that the Baltic suffix *-é is of IE date and is perhaps 
related to the -é- of Slavic vidé- and the -7- of Gk. éudyny only in those 
cases where it is found in verbs of original stative or intransitive 
meaning, e.g. Lith. sédéti ‘to sit’ (cf. Slavic sédéti), tekéti ‘to flow’, etc. 
It is interesting to note that in these cases the preterit has been re- 
formed by the addition of -jo, e.g. sédéjo, tekéjo. In those verbs where 
there is a *-j0- stem present or an infinitive in -7- (Lith. vefsti ‘to turn’, 
sakyti ‘to say’) one may suppose that the *-é preterit may have some- 
thing to do with the stem final palatalization 12). 

There remains, however, a group of é-preterit verbs which do not 
have a -j- suffix (a marker of transitivity in modern Baltic) in the 
present 13), nor are they specifically characterized as intransitives, 
e.g. (Lith.) nésti ‘to carry’, vézti ‘to transport’, véstz ‘to lead’ with the 
respective preterits nésé, vézé, védé. The preterit of these verbs (and 
of such verbs as dégti ‘to burn’, képti ‘to bake’, mésti ‘to throw’, etc.) 
reflects an Indo-European imperfect conjugation 14). 

Thus I presume the following original conjugation for the preterit 
(imperfect) of nesti: 15) Ist sg. *nesam, 2d sg. *neses, 3d sg. *neset in 
period A, cf. the diagram below. (The 2d and 3d sg. correspond exactly 
to the OCS aorist 2d and 3d sg. nese.) I do not intend to discuss the 
origin of the preterit in *-d@, but I do believe that it was at least a 
Balto-Slavic phenomenon because of such forms as the Slavic aorist 
biva ‘he took’ (< *-at), Lith. pifko ‘he bought’ (< *-at). Therefore I 
posit a preterit of the type *pirkdm, *pirkas, *pirkat which also 
" -11) “Sur V’aoriste sigmatique”’, Mélanges de Saussure, (Paris, 1908), p. 86. 


12) cf. my article, Lingua, 9, 258-266. 

18) Chr. S. Stang, Das slavische und baltische Verbum, (Oslo, 1942), p. 121. 

14) Stang, op. cit., p. 191. 

15) In the following discussion the forms of the dual and the plural will be 
omitted since we are here primarily concerned with the vocalism of the thematic 
vowel and the suffix. The vocalism of these is the same in the third person and in 
all of the persons of the dual and the plural. 
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existed in period A 16), (Any difference in meaning between the preter- 
it in -@ and the old imperfect may have disappeared by this time.) The 
next step (period B) is the unification of the vocalism of the old 
imperfect, i.e. now we find Ist sg. *nesem, 2d sg. *neses, 3d sg. *neset. 
This unification of vocalism may have taken place under the influence 
of the preterit in -d. In addition there may have been some influence 
of the present tense where the difference between the thematic vowel 
-e- and -a- (< IE *-0-) had been lost 1”). The third step (period C) 
is the replacement of the secondary endings by the endings of the pre- 
sent with the resultant Ist sg. *neseu, 2d sg. *nesei, 3d sg. *nese(t) 
beside *pirkau, *pirkai, *pirka(t). When the long diphthongs were 
shortened the vowels of the 3d sg. ending *nege(t) and of the endings 
of all of the persons of the dual and plural were lengthened (periods 
D and E). In other words pirkdu, pirkdi is to pirkat() as *neséu, 
*nesét is tox and x = *nesé. 
A graphic summary of the steps involved is presented below: 


A 
Ist sg. *nesam *pirkam 
2d sg. *neSés *pirkas 
3d sg. *neSét *pirkat 
B 
Ist sg. *nesém *pirkam 
2d sg. *nedés *pirkas 
3d sg. *nesét *pirkat 
Cc 
Ist sg. *neSéu *pirkau 
2d sg. *nedséi *pirkai 
3d sg. *neSé(t) *pirka(t) 
D 
Ist sg. *neSéu *pirkau 
2d sg. *neséi *pirkai 
3d sg. *nedsé *pirka 


16) N. van Wijk, Tauta iy Zodis 4.70, says, ““Wir werden also fiir das Altere 
Urslavische Praterita wie *posa-m, *bosa-s, *posa-t; *irpe-m, *irpé-s, *trpé-t 
annehmen miissen,’’ I presuppose the secondary endings for the Baltic preterit 
in *-@ also. 

1’) cf. my article, Lingua, 7, 428-432. 
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E 
Ist sg. *neSéu *pirkau 
2d sg. *neséi *pirkai 
3d sg *nesé *pirka 


(Modern Lithuanian) 


Ist sg. nesiat pirkati 
2d sg. neSei pirkai 
3d sg. nésé pitko 


Thus I give up the opinion which I expressed in Lingua 9: 266 that 
the preterit in *-é spread to non *jo-stem verbs. Nevertheless I retain 
the basic view of that article, according to which the preterit in *-é is 
a reformation of the preterit in *-@ for *jo-stem verbs with a root 
final consonant. 


Lafayette College, WILLIAM R. SCHMALSTIEG 
Easton, Pennsylvania. 


REVIEWS — COMPTES-RENDUS 


J. J. M. ZonNEVELD O.Carm., Angore metuque. Woordstudie 
over de angst in De rerum natura van Lucretius (une étude 
verbale sur le phénoméne de l’angoisse dans le De rerum 
natura de Lucréce). Academisch proefschrift Nijmegen. 
Dekker & van de Vegt N.V., Utrecht — Nijmegen, 1959, 
206 pp. 


This thesis deserves our sympathy for its honest endeavour to 
approach and to understand that highly intricate and enigmatic 
phenomenon Lucretius. This fascinating poet clearly holds Father 
Zonneveld in his spell. 

Z. has studied the various term for fear, anguish etc. (angor, metus, 
cura, dolor, pavor, terror, timor, formido). His main conclusions are the - 
following. De r.n. is dominated by the concept of fear to an extent 
which is incompatible with the Epicurean doctrine it versifies; for 
Epicure, the central idea was the limitation of desire rather than that 
of fear. The various terms quoted above designate various forms and 
aspects of fear. Z. rejects the thesis that Lucretius intended to finish 
his work with a broad picture of the eternal and peaceful abodes of the 
gods (promised in V 155), because such an ending is unthinkable after 
the dreadful image of the pestilence in Athens. The terror of this 
description is so unbearable that it seems to leave no hope to mankind; 
Z. even suggests that Lucretius’ suicide may have occurred under the 
impression of his own creation. Thus, Lucretius would have been 
defeated by those feelings of fear, which he had combated so fiercely all 
through his De r.n. 

Unfortunately, such things cannot be proved or even argued 
convincingly. They can be no more than the result of a personal 
experience of an attentive reader of the De r.n. And this brings us to the 
weak spots of this dissertation. In his introduction, the author an- 
nounces that he will neither present a purely semantic study, nor a 
purely psychological study of the phenomenon of fear in Lucretius. 
Indeed, from the beginning to the end he combines the verbal and the 
psychological element, together with the topical element — the fear of 
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death, of punishment after death, of the gods, of the human passions. 
Thus, instead of building up his argument in a methodical way, either 
by an all-round analysis of the phenomenon of fear in Lucretius, or by a 
successive semantic study of the terms of fear in the De r.n. (against a 
background of the use of angor etc. in other writers, which are con- 
spicuously absent from Z. ’s book), the author gives a fairly disorderly 
story, which is full of repetition and gives its conclusions away in the 
very first pages. Moreover, the way of reasoning is often affective 
rather than logical, and there is enthusiasm rather than method in 
phrases like the following ‘‘De 7.n. zoals wij die kennen van Lucretius’ 
eigen hand, is ons te dierbaar dan dat wij ... met een wezenlijke 
verandering zouden instemmen ... De wanhoop der Atheense brand- 
stapels is om zo te zeggen voor ons het eigenhandig teken geworden 
voor de aard en de echtheid van het geheel’”’ (De 7.n. as we know it 
from L.’s hand is so dear to us that . . . we could not give our assent to 
an essential change — viz. a ‘happy ending’ — .. . To us, the despair of 
the pyres of Athens is, in a way, the mark of the nature and of the 
authenticity of the whole; p. 30). There are also cases of serious 
misunderstanding of philological terminology, e.g. when Lucretius’ 
relation to Epicure is conceived as an example of imitatio maiorum 
(p. 32). Plato’s logic is oddly characterized as “‘tomantisch gedrama- 
tiseerd”’ (p. 39). 

Happily, such defects are partly compensated by an apparently 
genuine love of Lucretius, but enthusiasm alone is not enough to write 
a satisfactory dissertation about such a difficult subject. 

There is a summary in French. 


University of Amsterdam A. D. LEEMAN 


Luis FLOR«Ez, Habla y cultura popular en Antioquia. Publicacién 
del Instituto Caro y Cuervo, XIII, Bogota, 1957, 489 pp. 4°. 


The young but already very noted professor has gathered in this 
book his experiences during some short trips which he took in the years 
1952, 1953, and 1954 to various places in the Colombian province of 
Antioquia. He questioned quite a number of persons of various ages, 
- following the well-known ‘‘Cuestionario” of Tomas Navarro. He also 
drew upon the most famous dialectic studies that have been written in 
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the Hispano-American world, which are the one by the already 
mentioned teacher on the Spanish of Puerto Rico, and the one by 
Mrs. Vidal de Battini on that of San Luis in the Argentine Republic. 

He divides his work into three sections: “Notes on pronunciation’, 
“Notes on morphology and syntax’, and “Things and words”. 
(,,Worter und Sachen’”’). The latter is accompanied by a great number 
of photographs and drawings. This part of the book abounds in 
interesting information. He makes a careful study of fauna and flora, 
the human body, the house and its furnishing, clothing, food, culture, 
jobs, and customs. He gives special attention to folkloric customs and 
records quite a few popular sayings, without neglecting toponomy. 

In ‘final notes’ the author sums up the results of his investi- 
gations. He emphasizes the extraordinary frequency of augmentative 
adjectives, of diminutives and of hyperboles. “El antioquefio es un 
hablar — mejor diriamos un conglomerado humano — intensa y con- 
stantemente cargado de emocién’’. 


rs 


The writer’s modesty, which leads him to say of his book that it ~ 


“may serve other studious persons as a source of information and an 
aid to study’, is certainly exaggerated since it offers a complete 
description of the language of Antioquia. 


Santpoort J. A. VAN PRAAG 


GERHARD Rouirs, Manual de filologia hispanica, Guia biblio- 
grafica, critica y metddica, traduccién castellana del manu- 
scrito alemaén por Carlos Patio Rosselli. Publicacién del 
Instituto Caro y Cuervo, XII, Bogota, 1957, 377 pp., 4°. 


The great German Romanist offers a reliable guide for orientation in 
the vast territory of our science. It is properly titled ‘‘filologia hispa- 
nica’’ and not “‘espafiola’’, including as it does, Catalonian, Portuguese, 
Hispano-American and Brazilian philology. It is a comprehensive 
bibliography, gleaned with discrimination by one who has read every- 
thing, not only in the extensive area embraced in his manual, but also 
in the infinitely more extensive one of Romance philology. There are 
chapters which in themselves teach us the main idea without our 
having to resort to other books. To give an example I refer the reader 
to the chapter on Metrics. The bibliography is not complete — far from 
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it — but wherever possible he refers to others which are. The paucity of 
studies written by Hollanders which have merited mention in this 
handbook clearly proves our insufficiency. Let us bow our heads. 


Santpoort J. A. VAN PRAAG 


José L. PENsapo, Mivagres de Santiago, ed. y estudio critico 
por... Rev. de Fil. Esp., Anejo LXVIII, Madrid, 1958. 
CIX + 360 pp. 4°. 


Until recently there had been only one edition and a very faulty one, 
of the MS. 7455 of the National Library of Madrid, whose cover bears 
the Castilian title “Milagros de Santiago” in 18th century handwriting. 
It dated from 1918 and Lépez Aydillo was its author. The necessity of 
publishing it in a critical edition and of studying it thoroughly was 
becoming more and more urgent. This necessity has been fulfilled by 
Mr. Pensado. He subjects the manuscript, whose structure is extremely 
irregular, to careful examination and devotes an extensive chapter to 
the sources, which are: the Liber Sancti Jacobi (mainly the Liber de 
Miraculis), the Legenda Aurea, several stories revolving around the son 
of Alfeo which became a kind of “Liber Sancti Jacobi Minoris’’, 
Pseudo Turpin, etc. The four miracles with which the manuscript 
begins, although similar in form to those of the “Liber Sancti Jacobi’, 
have not been identified by the present author. The writer of the 
Galician version also presents them as “‘del papa Calisto’. 

The critical text contains abundant footnotes and photographic 
facsimiles, and is followed by an appendix of sources, a bibliography, 
and a glossary. 


Santpoort J. A. VAN PRAAG 


PUBLICATIONS RECEIVED - PUBLICATIONS 
ADRESSEES A LA REDACTION 


PERIODICALS 


Aikakauskivja, Journal de la Société Finno-Ougrienne, Vol. 61. Suomalais- 
Ugrilainen Seura, Helsinki 1959. 

Bulletin de la Société Polonaise de Linguistique, Vol. XVII, no. XVII, 1958. 
Wroclaw-Krakéw. 229 pp. ‘ 

Commentationes Humanarum Litterarum, Societas Scientiarum Fennica. 
Ejnar Munksgaards Forlag, Copenhagen-Northern Antiquarian Bookstore, 
Helsinki. Tomus XXIV, nos. 1-2, 1960, 157+263 pp.; Price: Fmk. 2.220.— 

Idem, Tomus XXV, nos. 3-4, 1960, 159+12+11+159 pp.; Price: Fmk. 

1.810.— 

Contact, Publication de la Fédération Internationale des Professeurs de Lan- 
gues Vivantes, no. 3, Janvier 1960, 32 pp., J. M. Meulenhoff, Amsterdam. 

Idem, no. 4, Décembre 1960, 32 pp. 

Etude de la Langue Frangaise. Société de Linguistique Frangaise du Japon. 
Siége: l'Université Tokyo-Kyoiku. Vol. 23, Nov. 1959, 44 pp. 

Idem, Vol. 24, June 1960, 32 pp. 

Foneticaé si Dialectologie, Vol. I, 245 pp. Institutul de Lingvistica diu Bucu- 
resti. Editura Academiei Republicii Populare Romine, 1958. 

Idem, Vol. II, 1960, 268 pp. 

Het PTT-bedrijf. Denkbeelden, Methoden, Onderzoekingen. (The Netherlands 
PTT. Ideas, Methods, Research), Vol. IX, no. 4, March 1960, p. 159-209. 

Idem, Vol. X, no. 1, p. 1-49, May 1960. 

Idem, Vol. X, no. 3, p. 105-158, October 1960. 

Idem, Vol. X, no. 4, p. 159-196, January 1961. 

Islas, Revista de la Universidad Central de Las Villas. Santa Clara, Cuba. 
Vol. II, nos. 2 y 3. Responsable de la edicion: Samuel Feijé6o. August 1960. 
p. 317-811. 

Jazykovedny Casopis, Roénik X, 1959, &islo 1 (p. 3-96) and 2 (p. 97-194). 
Slovenské Akadémia Vied Bratislava. 

Idem, Vol. XI, no. 1, p. 1-96, 1960. 

Revista Colombiana de Antropologia, Organo del Institutio, Vol. VIII. Im- 
prenta Nacional, Bogota 1959. 369 pp. 

Revista Colombiana de Folclor, Vol. II, no. 4. Organo del Instituto Colombiano 
de Antropologia. Ministerio de Educacion Nacional. Imprenta Nacional, Bo- 
gota 1960. 205 pp. 

Idem, Vol. II, no. 5, 1960. 197 pp. 

Revista de Filologie Romanicaé si Germanicdé. Editura Academiei Republicii 
Populare Romine. Anul IT, 1958, Vol. 1. 164 pp., Bucarest 1958. 

Idem, Anul IT, 1958, Vol. 2. 

Sbornik Pract Filosofické Fakulty Brnénské University, Roénik VIII, 1959. 
Rada Jazykovédna, A7. Brno 1959. 137 pp. 

Série Lingiiistica Especial, no. 1, 1959. Publicagdes do Museu Nacional. Rio 
de Janeiro, Brasil. 263 pp. 

Studia Linguistica, Revue de Linguistique Générale et Comparée, Année XIII, 
1959, no. 1. C. W. K. Gleerup, Lund — Ejnar Munksgaard, Copenhagen. p. 1-68. 

Idem, Année XIV, 1960, no. 1. p. 1-64. 

Idem, Année XIV, 1960, no. 2. p. 65-136. 

Te Reo, Proceedings of the Linguistic Society of New Zealand, Vol. 2, 1959. 
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Published by the Linguistic Society of New Zealand, c/o Dept. of Romance 
Languages, University of Auckland, Auckland. 30 pp. 
Thesaurus, Boletin del Instituto Caro y Cuervo. Director: Jose Manuel Rivas 
Sacconi. Vol. XIII, 1958. Bogota, 1958. 403 pp. 
Van Taal tot Taal, Tijdschrift van "het Nederlands Genootschap van Verta- 
lers, Vol. III, no. 4, Sept. 1959, p. 41-52. 
Idem, Vol. IV, no. 2, March 1906, p. 17-28. 
Vol. IV, no. 3, May 1960, p. 29-40. 
Vol. IV, no. 4, Sept. 1960, p. 41-52. 
Vol. IV, no. 5, Nov. 1960, p. 53-64. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Kenneth L. Pike and Eunice V. Pike, Live issues in descriptive linguistics. 
Second Edition. Summer Institute of Linguistics, Box 1960, Santa Ana, Cali- 
fornia, 1960. 41 pp. Price: 50 c. 

Twenty-fifth anniversary bibliography of the Summer Institute of Linguistics. 
Summer Institute of Linguistics, Box 1960, Santa Ana, California, January 
1960. 52 pp. 


DICTIONARIES 

The Scottish National Dictionary, Vol. V, part IV. (ken — langour). The Scottish 
National Dictionary Association Ltd., Edinburgh, 1960. p. 358-512. 

Josef Vachek (avec collaboration de Josef Dubsky), Dictionnaire de linguts- 
tique de l’Ecole de Prague. Comité International Permanent des Linguistes 
(C.I.P.L.) — Publication de la Commission de Terminologie. Spectrum, Utrecht— 
Antwerp, 1960. 104 pp. 

Dr. S. A. Vosters, Spaans-Nederlands woordenboek. Aula-Boeken 47, Het 
Spectrum, Utrecht-Antwerp, 1960. 335 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 2.50. 

Dr. S. A. Vosters, Nederlands-Spaans woordenboek. Aula-Boeken 48, Het 
Spectrum, Utrecht-Antwerp, 1960. 297 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 2.50. 


GENERAL LINGUISTICS 

Dwight L. Bolinger, Generality, gradience, and the all-or-none. Janua Lingua- 
rum, no. XIV. Mouton & Co., The Hague, 1961. 46 pp. 

Dr. A. Bosker, Het gebruik van het imperfectum en het perfectum in het Neder- 
lands, het Duits, het Frans, en het Engels. (With summary in English). J. B. Wol- 
ters, Groningen, 1961. 105 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 6.50. 

William E. Bull, Time, tense, and the verb. A study in theorectical and applied 
linguistics, with particular attention to Spanish. University of California Pu- 
blications in Linguistics, Vol. 19. University of California Press, Berkeley and 
Los Angeles, 1960. VIII + 120 pp. 

H. K. J. Cowan, Phonostatistical diagnosis of loanwords. Reprinted trom: 
Studia Linguistica, Vol. 13, 1959, p. 1-28. ; 

Otto Duchatek, Les champs linguistiques. Reprinted from: Philologica Pra- 
gensia, Vol. III, no. 1, 1960, p. 22-35. 

C. L. Ebeling, Linguistic units. Janua Linguarum, no. XII. Mouton & Co., 
The Hague, 1960. 143 pp. ea. 

Robert B. Lees, The grammar of English nominalizations. IJAL, Vol. 26, no. 
3, part II, July 1960. Publication 12 of the Indiana University Research Cen- 
ter in Anthropology, Folklore, and Linguistics. XXVI-+ 206 pp. Price: $4.00. 

Robert E. Longacre, String constituent analysis. Reprinted from: Language, 
Vol. 36, no. 1, Jan.-March 1960, p. 63-88. YE : 

Bertil Malmberg, Linguistic barriers to communication in the modern world. 
A lecture given in the Arts Theatre, University College, Ibadan, on 11 February 
1960. Ibadan University Press, 1960. 22 pp. 
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A. Martinet, Eléments de linguistique générale. Collection Armand Colin, no. 
349, Section de Littérature. Librairie Armand Colin, Paris 1960. 224 pp. : 

Omagio lui Iorgu Iordan cu prilejul implinirii a 70 de ani. Editura Academiei 
Republicii Populare Romine, 1958. 946 pp. 

Kenneth L. Pike, Nucleation. Reprinted from: The Modern Language Jour- 
nal, Vol. XLIV, no. 7, Nov. 1960, p. 291-295. 

Simeon Potter, Language in the modern world. Penguin Books, A 470. 221 pp. 
Price?3/6:s. 

T. B. W. Reid, Historical philology and linguistic science. An inaugural lecture 
delivered before the University of Oxford on 10 November 1959. Clarendon 
Press: Oxford University Press, Oxford 1960. 26 pp. Price: 3/6 s. 

Sol Saporta and Thomas A. Sebeok, Linguistics and content analysis. Reprinted 
from: Trends in Content Analysis, University of Illinois Press, 1959. p. 131-150. 

Hansjakob Seiler, Relativsatz, Attribut und Apposition. Otto Harrassowitz, 
Wiesbaden, 1960. VIII+213 pp. Price: DM 24.— 

Tatiana Slama-Cazacu, Langage et contexte, Le probleme du langage dans la 
conception de l’expression et de l’interprétation par les organisations contex- 
tuelles. Janua Linguarum, Series Maior, VI. Mouton & Co., The Hague, 1961. 
251 pp. 

Sprache und Wissenschaft, Vortrage gehalten auf der Tagung der Joachim 
Jungius-Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, Hamburg, am 29. und 30. Oktober 
1959. Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Géttingen 1960. 168 pp. Piice: DM 14.80. 

C. F. Voegelin, See: VARIA. 

C. F. Voegelin, The notion of arbitrariness in structural statement and restate- 
ment, I: eliciting. Reprinted from IJAL, Vol. XXV, no. 4, October 1959, p. 
207-220. 

R. W. Zandvoort, Grammatical terminology. Reprinted from: English Studies 
Today, Second Series. Lectures and papers read at the Fourth Conference of 
the International Association of University Professors of English held at Lausan- 
6 seem eS August 1959, ed. by G. A. Bonnard, p. 283-294. Francke Verlag, 

erm 1961. 


History OF LINGUISTICS 


Constantino Garcia, Contribucion a la historia de los conceptos gramaticales. 
La aportacion del Brocense. Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, 
Instituto ‘Miguel de Cervantes’’. Revista de Filologia Espafiola, Anejo LX XI, 
Madrid 1960. 180 pp. Price: 70 ptas. 

Paul Diderichsen, Rasmus Rask og den grammatiske tradition, Studien over 
vendepunktet i sprogvidenskabens historie. (Mit einer Deutschen Zusammen- 
fassung). Historisk-filosofiske Meddelelser udgivet af Det Konglige Danske 
Videnskabernes Selskab, Bind 38, no. 2, 1960. I kommission hos Ejnar Munks- 
gaard, Copenhagen, 1960. 251 pp. Price: Dan. Cr. 30.—. 


LEXICOGRAPHY 


Dr. F. de Tollenaere, Alfabetische of ideologische lexicografie? Bijdragen tot de 
Nederlandse Taal- en Letterkunde, uitgegeven vanwege Maatschappij der Ne- 
derlandse Letterkunde, deel I, E. J. Brill, Leiden, 1960. 44 pp. 


LINGUISTIC GEOGRAPHY 


K. Heeroma, Taalatlas van Oost-Nederland en aangrenzende gebieden. Afl. II. 
Van Gorcum & Comp. N.V. — Dr. H. J. Prakke & H. M. G. Prakke, Assen 1960. 
135 pp. + 10 maps. Price: Dutch Guild. 12.—. 


PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE 
Mercedes Rein, Evnst Cassiver. Universidad de la Republica, Facultad de 
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Humanidades y Ciencias, Instituto de Filologia — Departamento de Lingiifstica. 
Cuadernos de Filosofia del Lenguaje, Vol. 2. Montevideo 1959. 37 pp. 


PHONEMICS 


Dr. B. van den Berg, Foniek van het Nederlands, met medewerking van G. L. 
Meinsma. Tweede Druk 1960. Van Goor Zonen, The Hague, 128 pp. 

Dwight D. Bolinger, See: GENERAL LINGUISTICS. 

H. K. J. Cowan, See: GENERAL LINGUISTICS. 

E. Kruisinga, See: ENGLISH. 

Norbert Morciniec, Zur phonologischen Wertung dey deutschen Affrikaten und 
Diphthongen. Reprinted from: Zeitschrift fiir Phonetik und allgemeine Sprach- 
wissenschaft, Vol. 11, no. 1, 1958. p. 49-66. 

Bent Nordhjem, The phonemes of English, an experiment in structural phone- 
mics. G. E.C. Gad, Copenhagen 1960. 215 pp. 

H. G. Schogt, Les causes de la double issue de e fermé tonique libre en frangais. 
Diss. Amsterdam. G. A. van Oorschot, Amsterdam 1960. 152 pp. 

Dr. C. F. P. Stutterheim, Wijsbegeerte in taalwetenschap — Problemen der Fono- 
logie. Reprinted from: Algemeen Nederlands Tijdschrift voor Wijsbegeerte en 
Psychologie. Van Gorcum & Comp. N.V. Assen. p. 11-27. 

Symposion Trubetzkoy. Supplementum ad Vol. [V of Phonetica, International 
Peel of Phonetics. S. Karger, Basel-New York 1959. 156 pp., 17 ill. Price: 
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PHONETICS 

Gunnar Fant, Acoustic theory of speech production, with calculations based 
on X-ray studies of Russian articulations. Series: Description and Analysis of 
Contemporary Standard Russian, ed. by Roman Jakobson and C. H. van Schoo- 
neveld, no. Il. Mouton & Co., The Hague 1960. 323 pp. 

Eli Fischer-Jorgensen, Almen Fonetik. Udgivet af Kobenhavns Universitets 
Fond til Tilvejebringsele af Laeremidler. 3. Udgave (trykt som manuskript). 
Part I (text), Part II (ill.). Rosenkilde og Bagger, Copenhagen 1960. 

Ilse Lehiste, An acoustic-phonetic study of internal open juncture. Supplement 
ad Vol. 5 (1960) of Phonetica, International Journal of Phonetics. S. Karger, 
Basel-New York. 54 pp. 

Recherches sur les diphtongues Roumaines. Publié par A. Rosetti. Editions de 
l’Académie de la République Populaire Roumaine, Bucarest — Ejnar Munks- 
gaard, Copenhagen 1959. 143 pp. Price: Lei 16.60. 


SEMANTICS 

Otto Duchaéek, Le champ conceptuel de la beauté en francais moderne. Opera 
Universitatis Brunensis, Facultas Philosophica, Vol. 71. Statni Pedagogické 
Nakladatelstvi. Prague 1960. 215 pp. Price: Kés 19.90. 


VARIA 

A. C. Bouman, Over klanksymboliek. Reprinted from: Tijdschrift voor Ne- 
derlandse Taal- en Letterkunde, Vol. LX XVII, no. 3, 1960. E. J. Brill, Leiden. 

. 161-186. 
P Contributions Onomastiques. Publiées a l’occasion du VIe Congres Internatio- 
nal des Sciences Onomastiques 4 Munich du 24 au 28 aoft 1958. Editions de 
l’Académie de la République Populaire Roumaine, Bucarest 1958. 184 pp. 
Price: Lei 13.—. : 

Luis Duque Gomez, Balance de una tavea cultural 1944-1952. Instituto Et- 
nologico Nacional. Edit. Minerva Ltd., Bogota 1952. 45 pp. 

Solomon Goldman, The book of human destiny (Vol. III): From slavery 
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to freedom. Published in behalf of Solomon Goldman Memorial Foundation. 
Abelard-Schuman, London & New York 1958. 751 pp. Price: $8.50. 

Francis P. Magoun, Jr., A Chaucer gazetteer. Almqvist & Wiksell, Stockholm- 
Géteborg-Uppsala 1961. 173 pp. Price: Sw. Cr. 16.—. vy, ‘ 

Karel Ohnesorg, Studium mowy dziecicigce] i opieka nad je] ksztatceniem w 
Czechostowacji. (l’Etude du langage enfantin et les soins apportés a sa forma- 
tion en Tchécoslovaquie). Reprinted from: Biuletyn Fonograficzny, Vol. III, 
Poznan 1960. p. 49-58. 

Kenneth L. Pike, Building sympathy. Reprinted from: Practical Anthropo- 
logy, Vol. 7, no. 6, Nov.-Dec. 1960. p. 250-252. 

Robert E. Pittenger M.D., Carles F. Hockett Ph.D., John J. Danehy M.D., 
The first five minutes, A sample of microscopic interview analysis. Paul Mar- 
tineau, Ithaca, New York, 1960. 264 pp. 

Karl-Ludwig Selig, The library of Vincensio Juan de Lastanosa, Patron of 
Gracia. Travaux d’Humanisme et Renaissance XLIII. Librairie E. Droz, Ge- 
neva 1960. 88 pp. 

D. S. Shwayder, Modes of referring and the problem of universals. An essay in 
metaphysics. University of California Publications in Philosophy, Vol. 35. 
University of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1961. X + 164 pp. 
Price: $3.50. 

C. F. Voegelin, Evaluation of centrifugal and centripetal directions of field 
work in anthropology. Pre-publication mimeograph (to appear in a 1961 issue 
of Plateau, published by the Northern Arizona Society of Science and Art, 
Inc.) 15 pp. 


AFRICAN LANGUAGES 


African language studies I, editor: Malcolm Guthrie. Collected Papers in 
Oriental and African Studies I. School of Oriental and African Studies — Uni- 
versity of London 1960. 192 pp. Price: 42 s. 

W. H. Whiteley, The tense system of Gusii. East African Studies, no. 4. East 
African Institute of Social Research, Kampala, Uganda 1960. III + 67 pp. 
Price: 16s. 


AMERICAN LANGUAGES 


Prospero Arauz, El Pipil de la vegion de los Itzalcos. Ministerio de Cultura, 
Departamento Editorial, San Salvador, El Salvador, C.A. 1960. 268 pp. 

Doris Bartholomew, Some revisions of the Proto-Otomi consonants. Reprinted 
from: IJAL, Vol. XXVI, no. 4, October 1960, p. 317-329. 

Burt Bascom, Tonomechanics of Northern Tepehuan. Reprinted from: Pho- 
netica, International Journal of Phonetics, Vol. 4, no. 2/3, 1959. p. 71-88. 

William Bright, Animals of acculturation in the California Indian languages. 
University of California Publications in Linguistics, Vol. 4, no. 4, p. 215-246, 
4 maps. University of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1960. 

Ben Elson, Sierra Popoluca morphology. Reprinted from: IJAL, Vol. XXVI, 
no. 3, July 1960, p. 206-223. 

L. S. Freeland and Sylvia M. Broadbent, Central Sierra Miwok dictionary 
with texts. University of California Publications in Linguistics, Vol. XXIII. 
University of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1960. VII + 71 pp. 

Joseph E. Grimes, Huichol tone and intonation. Reprinted from: IJAL, 
Vol. 25, no. 4, October 1959, p. 221-232. 

Sarah C. Gudschinsky, Toneme representation in Mazatec orthography. Re- 
printed from: Word, Vol. 15, no. 3, Dec. 1959, p. 446-452. 

Harold Key, Stem construction and affixation of Sierra Nuhuat verbs. Reprinted 
from: IJAL, Vol. 26, no. 2, April 1960, p. 130-145. 

A. L. Kroeber and George William Grace, The Sparkman grammar of Luisefo. 


107 


University of California Publications in Linguistics, Vol. 16. University of 
California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1960. [IX + 257 pp. 

Howard W. Law, Morphological structure of Isthmus Nahuat. Reprinted from: 
IJAL, Vol. 24, no. 2, April 1958, p. 108-129. 

R. E. Longacre, Review of: Mauricio Swadesh, Mapas de clasificacién lin- 
guitstica de México y las Américas. (Cuadernos del Instituto de Historia, Serie 
Antropolégica, no. 8, México 1959). Reprinted from: Language, Vol. 36, no. 3, 
July-Sept. 1960, p. 397-410. 

Cornelia Mak and Robert Longacre, Proto-Mixtec phonology. Reprinted from: 
IJAL, Vol. 26, no. 1, Jan. 1960, p. 23-40. 

Velma Berenice Pickett, The grammatical hierarchy of Isthmus Zapotec. 
University of Michigan Dissertation. Language dissertation no. 56. Language, 
Vol. 36, no. 1 (part 2: suppl.), Jan.-March 1960. 101 pp. 

Richard S. Pittman, The phonemes of Tetelcingo (Morelos) Nahuatl. Re- 
printed from: A William Cameron Townsend en el XXV Aniversario del I.L.V. 
p. 643-651. 

Edward Sapir and Morris Swadesh, Yana dictionary. Edited by Mary R. 
Haas. University of California Publications in Linguistics, Vol. 22. University 
of California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1960. XI + 267 pp. 

C. F. Voegelin, Review of: Leonard Bloomfield, Eastern Ojibwa, Grammatical 
sketch, texts, and word list. (Edited by Charles F. Hockett). Reprinted from: 
Language, Vol. 35, no. 1, Jan-.March 1959, p. 109-125. 

C. F. Voegelin, Working dictionary of Tiibatulabal. Reprinted from: IJAL, 
Vol. 24, no. 3, July 1958, p. 221-228. 

Carl F. Voegelin, The dispersal factor in migrations and immigrations of Ame- 
rican Indians. With comment by Harry Hoier. Reprinted from: Migrations in 
New World Culture History, Social Science Bulletin 27, 1958, p. 47-62. Uni- 
versity of Arizona Press, Tucson, Arizona. 


BALTIC LANGUAGES 

In honovem Endzelini. Im Auftrag der Gruppe lettischer Baltologen in Chi- 
cago besorgt von E. Hauzenberga-Sturma. Cikagas Baltu Filologu Kopa. Chi- 
cago 1960. VII + 165 pp. 


CAUCASIAN LANGUAGES 

Aert H. Kuipers, Phoneme and morpheme in Kabardian (Eastern Adyghe). 
Janua {Linguarum no. VIII. Mouton & Co., The Hague 1960. 124 pp. Price: 
Dutch Guild. 16.—. 


CHINESE 

M. A. K. Halliday, The language of the Chinese ‘Secret Hisotry of the Mongols’’. 
Publications of the Philological Society XVII. Published for the Society by 
Basil Blackwell, Oxford 1959. XVI + 235 pp. Price: 84s. 


DUTCH 

C. B. van Haeringen, Netherlandic language vesearch. Men and works in the 
study of Dutch. Second ed. E. J. Brill, Leiden 1960. 120 pp. 

K. Heeroma, See: LINGUISTIC GEOGRAPHY. - i 

Adri M. Heymans, Mijn taalboek. Leidvaad bij het overwinnen van taalmoetlijk- 
heden ook voor taalgestoorden. Vol. 1: eenlettergrepige woorden, fonetisch. Part 1: 
voor de docent. XXXII + 246 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 16.50. Part 2: voor de 
leerling. 123 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 4.90. Part 3: extra oefeningen. 40 pp. 
Price: Dutch Guid. 1.50. Spruyt, Van Mantgem & De Does N.V., Leiden/N.V. 
Uitgeverij Nijgh & Van Ditmar, The Hague 1960. | 

P. C. Paardekoper, Inleiding tot de ABN-syntaksts. L. C. G. Malmberg, Den 
Bosch 1960. VIII + 71 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 4.90. 
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Frank Behre, Papers on English vocabulary and syntax. Edited on occasion 
of his sixty-fifth birthday. Gothenburg Studies in English, no. 10. Distributors: 
Almqvist & Wiksell, Stockholm, Goteborg, Uppsala. Goteborg 1961. XVIT + 
170 pp. Price: Sewn Sw. Cr. 18.—. Cloth Sw. Cr. 23.—. 

E. Kruisinga, An introduction to the study of English sounds. Twelfth ed., 
revised by C. Hedeman and J. J. Westerbeek. P. Noordhoff N.V., Groningen 
Holland 1960. IX + 180 pp. Price: Dutch Guild. 6.50. Cloth 7.90. _ 

E. Kruisinga and P. A. Erades, An English grammar. Vol. 1: Accidence and 
syntax. Second part. Eighth ed. P. Noordhoff N.V., Groningen, Holland 1960. 
p. 309-661. Price: Dutch Guild. 16.50. Cloth: 19.00. 

W. R. Lee, An English intonation reader. McMillan & Co., Ltd, London 1960. 
VI + 123 pp. Price: 8/6 s. 

Tauno F. Mustanoja, A Middle English syntax. Part I: Parts of speech. Mé- 
moires de la Société Néophilologique de Helsinki, no. XXIII. Société Néo- 
philologique, Helsinki 1960. 702 pp. Price: $6.00. 

Bent Nordhjem, See: PHONEMICcs. 

S. Pit Corder, English language teaching and television. Longmans 1960. IV + 
107 pp. 

Eva Sivertsen, Cockney Phonology. Oslo Study in English, no. 8. Publications 
of the British Institute in the University of Oslo. Oslo University Press, 1960. 
XIII + 281 pp. Price: 35 s. (N. Cr. 35.—.). 

Thomas H. Wetmore, The low-central and low-back vowels in the English of the 
Eastern United States. Publication of the American Dialect Society, no. 32, Nov. 
1959. Published for the Society by the University of Alabama Press. IX + 131 


Pp: 
R. W. Zandvoort, See: GENERAL LINGUISTICS. 


FINNO-UGRIAN 


Bibhografinen Luettelo Neuvostoltitossa Vuosina rgr8-1959. Julkaistusta 
Suomalais-Ugrilaisesta Kielitieteellisesta Kirjallisuudesta. Laatinut Martti 
Kahla. Osa I Tieteelliset Tutkimuksetja Artikkelit. Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seu- 
ra, Helsinki 1960. 193 pp. 

Osmo Ikola, Das Referat in dey finnischen Sprache. Syntaktisch-stilistische 
Untersuchungen. Annales Akademiae Scientiarum Fennicae. Sarja - Ser. B 
Nide, Tom. 121. Helsinki 1960. 312 pp. Price: 1.550 Fmk. 

Lauri Kettunen, Suomen Lahisukukielten Luonteenomaiset Piirteet. Mémoires 
de la Société Finno-Ougrienne, Vol. 119. Suomalais-Ugrilainen Seura, Helsinki 
1960. IV + 252 pp. Price: Fmk. 1500.—. 

Eliel Lagercrantz, Lappische Volksdichtung IV: Seelappische Gesangmotive 
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